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MANAGERIAL LEADERSHIP STYLE AND ORGANIZATIONAL 
EFFECTIVENESS IN LARGE MANUFACTURING 
ORGANIZATIONS IN BANGKOK
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
Thailand, an agricultural heritage country, lacks industrial 
traditions. In recent years Thailand has attempted to develop econo­
mically through industrialization. Thus, the government has encouraged 
private investment including local and foreign, in companies placing 
emphasis on improving industrialization. Investors are motivated 
through tax exempt benefits, tariff protection, and a guarantee of 
freedom from competition. According to the present regulation, at 
least 51% of the total investment in any enterprise must be by local 
investors. Most corporations have been joint-ventures with foreign 
investors from the United States, Japan, The Republic of China, and 
some European countries.
Apparently, the enterprises that have foreign participation 
grow more rapidly than those locally owned. The foreign entrepreneurs 
bring various positive contributions to industrialization in Thailand. 
They provide modem technology through the establishment of modern 
industries. They give local employees, managers and workers.
opportunities to learn management and production techniques as more 
effective ways of performing their jobs.
Management is essential to organized endeavors, and for 
a broad working definition let us view management as an 
activity which performs certain functions in order to obtain 
the effective acquisition, allocation, and utilization of 
human efforts and physical resources in order to accomplish 
some goal.^
When performing his role, the manager has to take into consi­
deration not only the economic aspect of the enterprise but also the 
human and social side of the enterprise as well. He, therefore, has 
to manage for the optimum benefit of every aspect of the organizational 
system.
Miller viewed the emerging system of management as "Humanistic 
Management". He characterized Humanistic Management as:
I have coined the phrase Humanistic Management for the 
fourth phase of management. Humanistic management is a 
combination of the Scientific, Human Relations, and 
Participative methods. Systems are necessary for any 
establishment to survive; systems to forecasting, production 
requirements, inventory, purchasing, pricing, standardized 
recipes. . .etc., must be developed. Similarly, human 
relations are extremely important. Employees will respond 
and react better to fair and reasonable treatment. And, 
with participative management, you have the advantage of 
open communication with employees. So, by combining all 
three earlier systems of management, you can be a better
manager.2
Management style has been one of the essential elements that 
help shape a company and give it direction. There are many distin­
guishing traits that set a manager's style: Autocratic vs. Participative,
Structured vs. Informal, and Centralized vs. Decentralized. In each
^Daniel A. Wren, The Evolution of Management Thought, (New York: 
The Ronald Press Company, 1972), p. 3.
2
Jack Miller, "Humanistic Management Involves People, Produc­
tivity," Food_Service_Marketit^ 41 (March 1979): 16.
industry there seems to be one management style which is found to be 
predominant through out industry. The person most responsible for 
setting a company's style is the chief executive. While participative 
management is most often used in establishing new management styles, 
chief executives do not seem to think most of it. In fact, at most 
companies, while operations are largely decentralized, a number of 
functions such as finance, legal affairs, personnel, government and 
public relations are still centrally controlled at headquarters.^
Allen applied participative management with his employees. He 
introduced some important aspects to his company to become a Likert 
System Four organization. Mutual interest is key to make goals in 
humanistic and economic success. The interests of the employees and 
the company are seen as complimentary not competitive. In the corpor­
ation, employee self development became a goal for its own sake, not 
just to make people work harder for corporate profits. Employees 
should be regarded as mature and responsible adults, capable of deter­
mining work priorities for themselves, and capable of managing of their 
2
work lives.
At present, the problem of collective bargaining in Thailand 
or elsewhere is more and more serious. The causes of collective 
bargaining between management and labor are: (1) the lack of mutual
interest between the two, (2) dissatisfaction of the employees with 
their work and management system, and (3) production problems. One way
64-66.
^"It's a Matter of Style," Dun's Review 110 (December 1977)
^G.R. Allen, "Liberty, Equality, and Anxiety at Worker - Run 
IGF (International Group Plans)," Business and Society Review 24 (Winter 
1977-78): 43-46.
to decrease these causes and to solve problems is to improve management 
of the organization by moving toward a participative management style.
It has been shown that allowing employees to be involved in decision­
making with factors involving production, health, and safety employees’ 
satisfaction and production will increase. This method of management 
can help improve any type of organization regardless of its size and 
place. However, in changing management style, certain considerations 
must be taken. One of the significant contributors in participative 
management style is Likert. Likert views management as the same process 
everywhere, and the same basic principles operate in all instances. 
Likert was quoted as saying:
1. Human nature basically, and in terms of inherited qualities, 
is the same the world over.
2. The scientific method is the same in all nations.
3. Culture may influence the method of application of basic 
principles of management, but culture is not itself a 
basic principle of management.^
The two trends of management-employee relations, industrial 
democracy and participative management, have been growing all over the 
world since World War II. Industrial organizations consist of material 
and human resources. Human resources are the more complex resources 
with which management must work. To gain the full use of all available 
resources, both management and workers should try to increase shared 
decision-making. This will help increase employees' mental satisfaction 
and employees’ commitment to the job and the organization. For the
David G. Bowers, Systems of Organization: Management of the
Human Resource, (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1976),
p. 108.
employees to be satisfied with the job and organization, physical 
satisfaction and mental satisfaction are needed.
Despite the differences between industrial democracy and parti­
cipative management, both models are based on the assumption that those 
at the bottom of an organizational hierarchy should take part in 
managerial decision-making. Both models seek to increase harmony in 
the human, and social side of the enterprise. Both models work for 
profit maximization. The two models have three types of relationships. 
First, they can be compensatory; if we have one, we do not need the 
other. Second, one can complement the other. Each approach can 
reinforce the other. The key to mutual support between the two approaches 
lies in the extent that participative management results in self-planning, 
self-direction, and self-control. A major factor in the effectiveness 
of industrial democracy will be the extent to which it fosters develop­
ment and implementation of participative management style at all levels 
in the organization. Third, differential application can be used in 
such a way that each can be applied to different aspects of management 
worker relations. Each may be best utilized for different aspects of 
managing the firm for certain kinds of problems.^
The Asia Conference on "Industrial Democracy", held in Bangkok 
was convened to discuss workers’ participation and personnel policy.
The following statement represents the theme of the Conference.
. . .The emphasis of workers' participation schemes in 
Asia countries will be less on decisions concerning investment, 
production, finance and economic management and more on those
Bernard M. Bass and V.J. Shackleton, "Industrial Democracy and 
Participative Management: A Case for a Synthesis," Academy of Management
Review, 4 (July 1979): 393-404.
aspects of management decision-making which are of direct 
practical and day-to-day relevance to the workers. I should 
therefore like to propose that you consider whether the 
immediate objective of workers' participation schemes in 
Asian countries should not be in the area of personnel policy 
and personnel practices.
What is personnel management in essence? Personnel manage­
ment is nothing more nor less than the substitution of rules 
and objective criteria for arbitrariness, favouritism and 
injustice. In Asia, as everywhere else, workers are of course 
concerned about their pay, but they are also concerned about 
the rating of their job in comparison with that of their 
colleagues. They are concerned about job security, about 
their chances of advancement and promotion, about their career 
prospects, their eating facilities, etc. Workers expect 
their efforts to be rewarded by objective schemes linking 
payment, productivity and results. They want to see that in 
the maintenance of discipline and order, objective criteria 
for sanctions are applied and that they are given a chance 
to defend themselves against allegations of misbehavior.
They want to have an influence on the determination of 
working hours, on safety measures and the operation of 
welfare facilities. They expect to be treated by their 
superiors with respect and justice.
. . .The question is not whether such disputes are lawful 
or unlawful, or whether they are justified or not. The fact 
is that there are so many areas of personnel practices in 
which disputes, confrontation and protest could be avoided by 
associating the workers with the decisions concerned.^
The argument was that the workers lacked education and technical 
know-how needed to be functional participants. It was stated that:
One major argument which Asia employers advanced against 
workers' participation is that a large portion of the work 
force in a number of Asian countries is illiterate and that, 
in a general way, workers do not possess the technical know 
how and understanding without which workers; participation 
simply cannot function. This argument cannot easily be 
dismissed: it must be taken very seriously. Workers' educa­
tion programs are surely one means to overcome this obstacle, 
but the acquisition of skill and knowledge must go hand in 
hand with experience, and experience certainly cannot be
Johannes Schregle, "Industrial Democracy in Asia: Problems
and Prospects," in Industrial Democracy in Asia, Ed: Arnold Wehmhoemer
(Bangkok: Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 1980), p. 29.
acquired In a single day. Workers' participation In Asia 
Is, and must be, a gradual process.1
The amount of worker participation In the declslon-maklng 
process In private enterprises In Thailand In reality Is limited. 
Phlpatanakul expressed It as follows:
In the private sectors, where the board of directors Is 
comprised of share holders, the master-servant relationship 
strongly remains. The employers feel that they are the sole 
owners of the business, and, therefore, there Is no justi­
fication In having the employees participate In co-determlnatlon 
or the declslon-maklng process. . .2
The labor union movement In Thailand Indicates the need for 
mutual understanding between labor and management. It seems to be 
following the pattern of the human relations movement and the harmony
In management style that are developing In the United States. Mayo and
Roethllsberger discuss the human relations movement In American 
Industrial management.
The human relatlonlsts and their behavioral descendants 
were to bring about a substantial number of amendments to 
previously held concepts of management. Among them were:
(1) an Increasing emphasis on the social, group-belonging 
needs of man; (2) the desire to enlarge and enrich jobs to 
dispel the discouraging slde-effects of over-speclallzatlon 
of labor; (3) a marked decline In the emphasis on the
hierarchy of authority and a call for "bottom up," parti­
cipative management; (4) an Increasing recognition of the 
Informal side of the organization and the role of worker 
sentiments and Informal activities ; and finally, the 
development of means to study the Interaction of the formal 
and the Informal organizations.
. . .Management was exhorted to turn Its attention to the 
social side of man, to get people Involved, and to thereby 
couple worker satisfaction and higher productivity. Social
^Ibld., p. 31.
2
Phalslth Phlpatanakul, "Industrial Democracy In Thailand," 
In Industrial Democracy In Asia, Ed: Arnold Wehmhoemer, (Bangkok:
Frledrlch-Ebert-Stlftung, 1980): p. 369.
man may have been born at Hawthorne, but his nurturance and 
elementary education were at Yale, Harvard, Michigan, M.I.T., 
Illinois, and Ohio State.^
Need for the Study
The human relations movement in Thailand industrial management 
indicates the need for further research in this field to find harmony 
in industry and to accomplish success in management. "Every aspect of 
a firm's activities is determined by the competence, motivation, and 
general effectiveness of its human organization. Of all the tasks of 
management, managing the human component is the central and most
2
important task, because all else depends upon how well it is done."
The generalizability of the utilization in developing nations 
of Western Hemisphere theory and research in industrial management has 
been doubted. The following quote exemplifies this doubt.
Knowledge, and its methods of acquisition, are not com­
modities like our material exports which are traded upon the 
international market place. The dissemination and acquisition 
of knowledge is inextricably interwoven into the fabric of the 
culture and, thus, is associated with the value domain of the 
culture it represents. Human experience is contextually 
dependent and can only be understood within the contexts it 
occurs (Mishler, 1979). . .3
Some believe that attitudes, beliefs, and value systems among 
organizations in different cultural settings affect the behavior of 
members within the organizations. Therefore, management practices may
^Wren, The Evolution of Management Thought, p. 344.
2
Rensis Likert, The Human Organization; Its Management and 
Value, (New York: McGraw-Hill Company, 1967), p. 1.
3
Thomas Wiggins "Emergent Shifts in Administrative Training 
Models in the Americas," paper presented to the Plenary Session of the 
1st Inter-american Congress on Educational Administration, Brasilia, 
Brasil, December 9-14, 1979.
need to vary from one cultural setting to the other. "A cross-cultural 
look at organization structure might suggest that more authoritarian 
cultures would have organizations in which control and decision-making 
are more centralized than in less authoritarian cultures."^ This study 
was conducted to determine the difference in behavioral pattern if 
any between the manufacturing organizations of Thai culture with those 
in the United States. Negandhi and Robey state the need for studies 
like this one.
. . .There is a real need to develop an approach which 
can help us to understand the total organization— how it 
reacts to the socio-political environment, how the value 
systems of workers influence management style, how organ­
ization structure affects members, and a host of other 
significant questions. Essentially we are faced with these 
questions in studying any organization, but the task now 
becomes one of extending organization theory to encompass 
cross-national and cross-cultural considerations. . .2
Concepts of management and organizational theory proposed by 
Likert and his associates were utilized in this study. Reddin indicated 
that we are desperately in need of a general theory of organization 
which concerned with effectiveness and outputs has resulted in designing
O
organizations, motivating employees, and training personnel.
The number of multinational corporations (MNCs) in Thailand is 
increasing rapidly. These MNCs bring not only new technologies of 
production to Thai industries, but also new management techniques. By
Anant R. Negandhi and Daniel Robey, "Understanding Organizational 
Behavior in Multinational and Multicultural Settings," Human Resource 
Management 16 (Spring, 1977); 22.
^Ibid., pp. 17-18.
O
William J. Reddin, "Effective International Training," Training 
and Development Journal 32 (April 1978): 16.
10
interviewing key persons of all the companies included in this study, 
all of the MNCs and some local companies claimed that they utilize the 
participative management technique at some levels of the organizations. 
Many management personnel in Thailand have been influenced in the 
democratic or participative way of management by obtaining education 
abroad. Investigations of the effects of culture on managerial style 
and organizational effectiveness in Thailand are needed.
Statement of the Problem
This research study investigated the managerial style and the 
organizational effectiveness of large manufacturing organizations in 
Bangkok. The primary purpose was to determine the managerial style 
compared with the effectiveness of the organization. The researcher 
had established nine questions to be answered from this research which 
were stated as:
1. What were the managerial styles employed by those who were 
in charge of managers in the large manufacturing organizations in 
Bangkok?
2. Was there a predominate or common style of managerial 
leadership among them? What was it?
3. How were these styles and management system related to the 
organizational effectiveness?
4. What was the most effective managerial style for these 
organizations?
5. Was there an existence of participative managerial style? 
How was it related to the effectiveness of the organization?
11
6. Was there the existence of more participative managerial 
style at the higher organizational levels?
7. Was there a desire for more participation in management and 
work concerned decisions in general?
8. Was there a difference in managerial style and organizational 
effectiveness among managers of different educational levels; and how 
were the managerial style and effectiveness criteria related to the 
educational variable?
9. Were there differences in managerial styles among the 
different departments in the organizations?
Definition of Terms
Managerial style: the behavior patterns adopted by an indi­
vidual manager in his efforts to attain organizational goals.
Management systems; the generalized overall management style 
which organization members perceive being used throughout the total 
organization. It is the general pattern of management in which we 
see the organization as a whole system.
Leadership ; the process whereby the work is accomplished by 
subordinates.
Purpose of the Study
This study attempted to identify the managerial leadership 
styles of the large manufacturing organizations in Bangkok. The study 
was limited to the private sector of large manufacturing organizations 
in Bangkok which employed one thousand or more employees. The subject 
areas of this study are: 1) to analyze leadership styles of the
12
managers of the organizations; 2) to find the relation between the 
styles and the organizational effectiveness as perceived by members of 
the organizations: department managers, supervisors, and workers; and
3) to Identify differences In style and effectiveness among managers 
with various levels of education (the relationship between managerial 
style and education; between effectiveness and education.)
Organization of the Study 
The dissertation was organized Into five chapters. Chapter I 
contains the Introduction. Chapter II contains a synthesis of the 
related literature and research. It describes the theories and research 
on managerial style, participative management, research on management 
style of some Aslan countries, organizational effectiveness concepts 
and theory, and the measurement of the managerial style and organiza­
tional effectiveness. Chapter III Includes the research methodology, 
design, and hypotheses for the study. It also describes the popula­
tion, sample, data collection, and statistical procedures used. Chapter 
IV contains the research findings. Chapter V contains a summary of the 
research procedures, the findings, and recommendation for further 
research studies.
CHAPTER II 
RELATED RESEARCH AND LITERATURE 
Introduction
This chapter provides a detailed review of theory and associated 
research in managerial leadership style and organizational effectiveness. 
The synthesis of related literature was organized and presented in 4 
sections: Management Style Theory and Research, Participative Management,
Management Style Implicated with some Asia countries, and Organizational 
Effectiveness and Measurement.
Management Style Theory and Research 
The human relations movement had its most recognizable beginnings 
in the work of Lewin and his associates and in the Western Electric 
studies, as characterized by Mayo. The human relations movement and its 
variations are currently represented in the work of McGregor, Argyris, 
and Likert. These three writers describe the managerial and supervisory 
styles and practices which result in a viable organization and in 
increased satisfaction and performance on the part of subordinates.^
Research studies on managerial leadership style focusing on the 
relationship of managerial behavior and group or organizational
John P. Campbell, Marvin D. Dunnette, Edward E. Lawler, III, 
and Karl E. Weick, Jr., Managerial Behavior, Performance, and Effective­
ness, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970), p. 416.
13
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effectiveness have been conducted to determine which style was best for 
an organization as a whole. Based on the research results, no one 
universal conclusion could be made. Even though some of them were alike 
in conceptualization and meaning, each researcher used different 
terminology. The published results were presented in one of the three 
topical headings: Trait, Behavioral, or Situational Theory approach.
Trait Approach
The early studies of leadership encompassed the traits of the 
leaders. It was believed leaders had differentiated characteristics 
from those of the followers in such features as: intelligence, person­
ality, physical characteristic, supervisory ability, and social traits. 
For a person to be a leader, he needed ratings on these traits superior 
to his followers. Carroll and Tosi explained this viewpoint.
The underlying premise of the trait approach to leadership 
is that leadership is an attribute of personality, that a 
certain identifiable trait or collection of traits makes a 
person effective as a leader, and that better organizational 
results can be obtained by selecting as leaders those who 
have these identifiable qualities.1
For years, however, researchers have not been able to validate these
beliefs about leadership. Traits alone could not predict leadership.
First, the list of potentially important traits was endless.
Second, trait test scores were not consistently predictive of leader
effectiveness. Traits did not operate singly, but in combination, to
influence follower. Finally, the patterns of effective behavior depended
^Stephen J. Carroll and Henry L. Tosi, Organizational Behavior, 
(Chicago, Illinois: St. Clair Press, 1977), p. 222.
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largely on the situation. The leadership behavior which was effective 
in one place might be ineffective in others.^
Behavioral Approach
In the behavioral theme, the managerial leadership behavior
theories that have been most widely publicized and utilized in practice
appear to be numerous, starting with the early study of leadership
style within the framework of the democratice and autocratic structure.
The relative advantages (in terms of several dependent variables in
organizational behavior such as productivity, turnover, absenteeism,
morale, etc.) of democratic over authoritarian styles of supervision are
2
frequently cited in the literature.
Lewin, Lippitt, and White were the first researchers who 
reviewed behavioral styles of the formally appointed positional leader 
as Autocratic, Participative, or Laissez Faire. These managerial styles 
were described by Carroll and Tosi in the following manner.
1. Autocratic or Dictatorial. The leader makes all decisions 
and allows the subordinates no influence in the decision­
making process. These supervisors are often indifferent 
to the personal needs of subordinates.
2. Participative or Democratic. These supervisors consult 
with their subordinates on appropriate matters. They 
allow their subordinates some influence in the decision­
making process. In addition, this type of supervisor
is not punitive and treats his subordinates with dignity 
and kindness.
James L. Gibson, John H. Ivancevich, and James H. Donnelly, Jr., 
Organizations; Behavior. Structure, Processes. (Dallas, Texas: Business
Publications, Inc., 1976), pp. 184-185.
^.E. Scott and L.L. Cummings (eds.), Reading in Organizational 
Behavior and Human Performance, (Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., and
the Dorsey Press, 1969), p. 597.
16
3. Laissez Faire or Free Rein. Supervisors in this group 
allow their group to have complete autonomy. They 
rarely supervise directly, so the group makes many of 
their on-the-job decisions themselves.!
The results of early research were important but not conclusive
regarding participation theory. Zimmerman related his beliefs:
. . .The experiment was designed and carried out to study 
the effects of leader behavior on hostility and aggression, not 
to study productivity at all. No direct, objective measure of 
productivity was included. Thus, Filley and House (4) conclude 
that no determination can be made as to which style produced 
higher productivity.
Lewin, Lippitt, and White did find differences in the amount 
of aggressive behavior, tension, group cohesion, hostility, and 
instances of scapegoating. While these findings should not be 
ignored, further questions are in order. . .%
Other researchers identified leadership dimensions, "Initiating
Structure" and "Consideration", as two of the most important dimensions
3
of leadership. These two dimensions are discussed by Gibson as:
Initiating structure involves behavior in which the leader 
organizes and defines the relationships in the group, tends 
to establish well-defined patterns and channels of communica­
tion, and ways of getting the job done, and consideration 
involves behavior indicating friendship, mutual trust, respect, 
warmth and rapport between the leader and follower.4
Hershey and Blanchard discussed two instruments called
Leader Behavior Descriptive Questionnaire (LBDQ) and Leader Opinion
Questionnaire (LOQ). The LBDQ was completed by the leaders'
^Carroll and Tosi, Organizational Behavior, pp. 223-224.
2
D. Kent Zimmerman, "Participative Management: A reexamination
of the Classics," Academy of Management Review, (October 1978): 897.
O
Paul Hersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard, "Life Cycle Theory of 
Leadership," Training and Development Journal, (June 1979): 94.
^Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly, Organizations: Behavior,
Structure, Processes, p. 187.
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subordinates, supervisors, or peers, but the LOQ was completed by the
leaders themselves.^ The findings from the studies showed that effective
leadership performances were high on both dimensions. However, the
relationship of these two factors of the leader to performance and
satisfaction of the subordinates varied from one study to another. Some
of the inconsistencies were due to the fact that there were very dif-
2
ferent organization settings where these studies were conducted.
The Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan 
conducted studies of leadership style by locating clusters of charac­
teristics that seemed to be related to each other and various indicators 
of effectiveness. The studies identified two concepts called Employee 
Orientation and Production Orientation. These two dimensions parallel
3
the concepts of the authoritarian and democratic leader behavior. In 
the studies conducted, employee orientation was used to describe the 
behavior of a supervisor which indicated a concern for "human relations."
Human relations was used to indicate that the supervisor con­
sidered his subordinates as human beings of intrinsic importance, took 
an interest in them, and accepted their personal needs. Production 
Orientation emphasized a concern that employees were the means for 
getting work done and the production and technical aspects of the job.
Paul Hersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard, Management of Organiza­
tional Behavior; Utilizing Human Resources. 3rd ed. (New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall Inc., 1977), p. 94.
2
C. Schreisheim, R.J. House, and S. Kerr, "The Effects of Dif­
ferent Operationalizations of Leader Initiating Structure: A Reconcil­
iation of Discrepant Results," Academy of Management Proceedings, 1975, 
cited by Carroll and Tosi, Organizational Behavior, p. 225.
p. 93.
3
Hersey and Blanchard, Management of Organizational Behavior,
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The two orientation were conceived to be at opposite poles of the 
continuum.^
There have been significant empirical, theoretical, and prac­
tical studies conducted on the topic of organizational effectivness.
Many empirical results were found from the leadership studies in office,
2
railroad settings, and in service industries.
At the Research Center for Group Dynamics, Cartwright and Zander 
reinterpreted the two dimensions of leadership behavior from the findings 
of the Ohio State and the Michigan Research Center studies into two 
leader behavior dimensions of group functions. Their accumulated results 
of leadership functions were described as:
1. Group Maintenance Functions. Behavior that keeps inter­
personal relations pleasant, resolves disputes, provides 
encouragement, gives the minority a chance to be heard, 
stimulates self-direction, and increases interdependence 
among members.
2. Goal Achievement Functions. Behavior that initiates 
action, keeps members' attention on the goal, develops 
a procedural plan, evaluates the quality of work done, 
and makes expert Information available.3
Argyris indicated that the basic properties of the formal
organization kept individuals immature and prevented them from self-
actualization; he found four basic properties of the formal organization
to be the cause of the problem.
David G. Bowers and Stanley E. Seashore, "Predicting Organiza­
tional Effectiveness with a Four-Factor Theory of Leadership," in W.E. 
Scott and L.L. Cummings (eds.). Readings in Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance (Homewood, 111.: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1973), p. 601,
2
Carroll and Tosi, Organizational Behavior, p. 226.
3
Bowers and Seashore, "Predicting Organizational Effectiveness 
with a Four-Factor Theory of Leadership," p. 602.
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First, the specialicatlon of labor limits individual 
initiative, chokes off self-expression, and requires an 
individual to use only a few of his abilities. . . Second, 
the chain of command assumes that efficiency is a result 
of arranging the parts so that power and authority are 
lodged at the top and so that through a definite hierarchy 
of authority the top can control the bottom of the organ­
ization. The impact of this is to make the individuals 
dependent upon and passive toward the leader. The indivi­
dual has little control over his working environment, 
develops a short time perspective, and is made dependent 
by the incentive and control systems. Third, the unity- 
of-direction principle means that the path toward the goal 
is directed and controlled by the leader. Problems develop 
when these work goals do not involve the employee, when he 
is not allowed to define his own goals in terms of his 
inner needs. Finally, the span-of-control concept tends to 
decrease the amount of self-control and the time perspective 
of the individuals at the bottom of the ladder. By limiting 
the number of subordinates under one manager, closer control 
may be exercised and this presupposes immaturity of these 
individuals. 1
McGregor expressed human nature and human behavior in terms of
Theory X and Theory Y. Theory X assumed that most people disliked work,
prefered to be directed, had little desire for responsibility, had little
capacity for creativity in solving organizational problems, wanted safety
need above all, and were motivated by money, fringe benefits, and the
threat of punishment. The manager following the Theory X model structured,
2
controlled, and closely supervised his subordinates.
Theory Y assumed that people could be basically self-directed 
and creative at work if properly motiviated. The individual goals could 
be best achieved by directing his efforts toward accomplishing organiza­
tional goals. Therefore, the manager should be supportive and facilitating.
^Wren, The Evolution of Management Thought, pp. 446-448.
2
Hersey and Blanchard, Management of Organizational Behavior, 
pp. 54-57.
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McGregor Implied that most people had the potential to be mature and 
self-motivated. Thus, he supported Theory Y to be the better style of 
management.^
McGregor, challenged management to provide a work climate which 
subordinates had chances to mature as individuals and as members of the 
organization by satisfying their own needs while working toward organ­
izational effectiveness. McGregor believed that management based on
the assumptions of Theory Y would be more profitable for both the
2
individuals and the organization. Hersey and Blanchard expressed this 
viewpoint when they stated:
"It is also being found over and over again that 
broadening individual responsibility is beneficial to both 
the worker and the company. Giving employee the oppor­
tunity to grow and mature on the job can help him satisfy 
more than just physiological and safety needs, which in 
turn motivates him to use more of his potential in accom­
plishing organizational goals."3
Blake and Mouton created another theory of managerial leadership 
style, the Managerial Grid. The Grid approach attempted to avoid the 
extreme on dimension style, but integrating both of the two dimensions: 
Concern for People and Concern for Production. It was the assumption 
of Blake and Mouton that "people and production concerns are complimentary, 
rather than mutually exclusive"^ and Blake and Mouton advocated that 
scoring high on both dimensions would be the ideal style of management.
^Ibid.
^Ibid., pp. 60-64.
^Ibid.
^Robert R. Blake and Jane S. Mouton, "Managerial Facades," 
Advanced Management Journal (July 1966), pp. 29-36, cited by Gibson, 
Ivancevich, and Donnelly, Organizations, p. 190.
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To develop the grid chart, place the Concern for People dimension on 
the vertical axis and the Concern for Production dimension on the 
horizontal axis. There could be five styles.
The 1,1 supervisory style shows little concern for either 
production or employees; it is the equivalent of the laissez- 
faire supervisory style described earlier. The 1,9 supervisor 
has high employee concern but little concern for performance, 
while the 9,1 supervisor has little concern for employees but 
places strong emphasis on performance. The 5,5 supervisor 
is a compromiser; he places only moderate emphasis on sat­
isfying employee needs and on achieving satisfactory levels of 
performance. (Blake and Mouton feel this is the most common 
supervisory style.) Finally, there is the 9,9 supervisory 
pattern, in which there is high emphasis on achieving both 
employee needs and high levels of performance. The 9,9 super­
visor is able to integrate employee needs and organizational 
needs with a team-building approach.!
Blake and Mouton in a grid arrangement showed how leadership
style could move along the building of team work, self-direction and
control, and designing work structures to get commitment to the work
and organization from its participants. A basic aim, therefore, was to
promote the conditions that integrated creativity, high production,
2
and high morals through concerted team action.
Likert described five conditions for managers to use to be 
successful with an effective supervisory style.
Likert’s first condition is the principle of supportive 
relations. Likert explained that; "it provides an inval­
uable guide in any attempt to apply the newer theory of 
management in a specific plant or organization, can be 
briefly stated: the leadership and other processes of the
organization must be such as to ensure a maximum probability 
that in all interactions and all relationships with the 
organization each member will, in the light of his background, 
values, and expectations, view the experience as supportive
^Carroll and Tosi, Organizational Behavior, pp. 227-228. 
2
Wren, The Evolution of Management Thought, pp. 459-460.
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and one which builds and maintains his sense of personal 
worth and importance."^
On the basis of the social belonging need, most people need recognition,
support, security, and favorable reactions from the belonging group.
Under those conditions they are actually motivated to behave according
to the group values and goals.
The second condition of Likert's effective supervisory behavior 
is "Group Methods of Supervision". Likert described this condition as:
"Management will make full use of the potential capa­
cities of its human resources only when each person in an 
organization is a member of one or more effectively func­
tioning work group that have a high degree of group loyalty, g 
effective skills of interaction, and high performance goals".
The third condition, "High Performance Goals", was described by
Likert:
"If a high level of performance is to be achieved, it 
appears to be necessary for a supervisor to be employee- 
centered and at the same time to have high performance 
goals and a contagious enthusiasm as to the importance 
of achieving these goals."3
The fourth condition, "Technical Knowledge", was described by
Likert:
"The leader has adequate competence to handle the tech­
nical problems faced by his group, or he sees that access 
to this technical knowledge is fully provided. This may 
involve bringing in, as needed, technical or resource persons.
Or he may arrange to have technical training given to one or 
more members of this group so that the group can have avail­
able the necessary technical know-how when the group discusses 
a problem and arrives at a decision."4
^Rensis Likert, New Patterns of Management, (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1961), p. 103.
^Ibid., p. 104. ^Ibid., p. 8.
^Ibid., p. 171.
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Likert stated that the fifth condition for leadership 
effectiveness behavior is thé ability of the leader in "Coordinating, 
Scheduling, and Planning." Likert stated:
"The leader fully reflects and effectively represents 
the views, goals, values, and decisions of his group in 
those other groups where he is performing the function of 
linking his group to the rest of the organization. He 
brings to the group of which he is the leader the views, 
goals, and decisions of those other groups. In this way, 
he provides a linkage whereby communication and the exercise 
of influence can be performed in both directions."!
Likert studies of management systems are clearly expressed in 
the emergence of the System 4 Management Theory. The four management 
systems range on a continuum from System 1 through System 4, and 
they are arranged consecutively as: Exploitive Authoritative, Benevolent
Authoritative, Consultative, and Participative Group systems. Each 
management system represents the dominant characteristics of an organ­
ization and human being interaction in that organization. Likert 
avocated that the most effective system of management was System 4, 
namely Participative Management System; and the best supervisory style 
was participative, since it could provide the way to obtain the full 
use of human resources. Likert explained that any organization can be 
improved by gradually moving toward System 4 from whatever management 
system that organization is using at the time. He also identified that 
the more the organization applys the degree of participation in decision 
making and the five principle conditions for effective leader behavior, 
the more it will move toward System 4 management. The four management 
systems proposed by Likert are described as:
^Ibid.
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System 1 . Management having no confidence or trust in 
subordinates. The bulk of the decisions and the goal setting 
of the organization are made at the top. Subordinates are 
forced to work with fear, threats, punishment, and occasional 
rewards. The little superior-subordinate interaction which 
takes place is usually with fear and mistrust. The control 
process is highly concentrated in top management, and informal 
organization generally develops which opposes the goals of the 
formal organization.
System 2. Management has condescending confidence and 
trust in subordinates such as in the master and servant 
relationship. The bulk of the decisions and goal setting 
of the organization are made at the top, though many deci­
sions are made within a prescribed framework at lower levels.
Rewards and some actual or potential punishment are used to 
motivate workers. The control process is still concentrated 
in top management, but some is delegated to middle levels.
System 3. Management has substantial but not complete 
confidence and trust in subordinates. Subordinates are per­
mitted to make minor decisions at lower levels. Communication 
flows both up and down the hierarchy. Rewards, occasional 
punishment, and some involvement are used to motivate. There 
is a moderate amount of superior-subordinate interaction, 
often with a fair amount of confidence and trust. Signi­
ficant aspects of the control process are delegated downward 
with a feeling of responsibility at both higher and lower 
levels. An informal organization may develop, but it may 
either support or partially resist goals of the organization.
System 4. Management is seen as having complete confidence 
and trust in subordinates. Decision making is widely dispersed 
throughout the organization. Communication flows not only up 
and down the hierarchy but among peers. Workers are motivated 
by participation and involvement in developing economic 
rewards, setting goals, improving methods, and appraising 
progress toward goals. There is extensive, friendly superior- 
subordinate interaction with a high degree of confidence and 
trust. The informal and formal organizations are often one 
and the same. Thus, all social forces support efforts to 
achieve stated organizational goals.1
Bowers and Seashore found four dimensions of leadership behavior 
associated with satisfaction and performance when they studied forty
^William J. Reddin, Managerial Effectiveness, (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1970), pp. 196-197.
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agencies of an insurance company. The four dimensions of leadership 
behaviors were described by Bowers and Seashore as:
1. Support. Behavior that enhances someone else's feelings 
of personal worth and importance.
2. Interaction Facilitation. Behavior that encourages 
members of the group to develop close, mutually satisfying 
relationships.
3. Goal Emphasis. Behavior that stimulates an enthusiasm 
for meeting the group's goal or achieving excellent 
performance.
4. Work Facilitation. Behavior that helps achieve goal 
attainment by such activities as scheduling, coordinating, 
planning, and by providing resources such as tools, 
materials, and technical knowledge.1
Leadership was conceptualized in terms of four social process
functions which were the basic structures of behavior for an effective
leader. The performance of these functions was proposed not only for
the supervisor but might be provided by anyone in a work group for
anyone else in that work group. Through leadership behavior, the
supervisor set the pattern of the mutual leadership which subordinates 
2
supply each other.
Situational Theory Approach
Situational theoriests suggest that there is no one best style 
effective for all situations in any organization. A number of styles 
can be chosen to appropriately and effectively operate an organization. 
One style may be effective for the organization while the others ma;' not, 
it depends on the situation.
^Bowers and Seashore, "Predicting Organizational Effectiveness 
with a Four-Factor Theory of Leadership," p. 604.
^Ibid., pp. 604-606.
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"The organizational situation also Influences the 
supervisory approach. The degree of crisis and the type 
of work are but two possible situational factors which 
could be important. For example, in an emergency where 
a decision is quickly needed, it may be unwise to use a 
"participative" approach, since this would take undue time."l
Fiedler, in his Contingency Model of Leadership, identified
three situational characteristics which determine the managerial style
for effective leadership.
1. Leader-member relations, which refer to the amount of 
trust and how well-liked the leader is.
2. Task-structure, which refers to the extent to which the 
job is defined. High task structure refers to well- 
defined jobs in which each aspect is spelled out. Low 
task structure is present where job requirements are 
unclear and ambiguous.
3. Position power, which is a function of the formal 
authority structure; that is, whether or not an indi­
vidual has the right to reward, sanction, evaluate, 
or promote those who work for him."2
Fiedler concluded that "the appropriateness of the leadership
style for mixing group performance is contingent upon the favorableness
of the group task situation.
Fiedler found that the task oriented style was best in the
situation where Leader-member relations were either very good or very
bad. Under some of the moderately unfavorable conditions, the leader
had to use the people oriented style to motivate his subordinates to
become involved in attempts to deal with an ambiguous task or to win 
4
their supports.
^Carroll and Tosi, Organizational Behavior, p. 228. 
^Ibid., p. 230.
3
Wren, The Evolution of Management Thought, p. 461. 
^Carroll and Tosi, Organizational Behavior, pp. 229-231.
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Vecchio conducted an empirical examination of the validity of
Fiedler's model of leadership effectiveness. Vecchio concluded that the
results of his analysis failed to support the model.^ Vecchio believed
2
that the model failed was due to the lack of generalizability.
Hersey and Blanchard extended Fiedler's contingency model by 
adding the third dimension, effectiveness dimension. The tridimensional 
model integrated the leadership style with situational demands of the 
environment. Hersey and Blanchard concluded that;
. . .The Life Cycle Theory of Leadership which we have 
developed is based on a curvilinear relationship between task 
and relationships and "maturity". This theory will attempt 
to provide a leader with some understanding of the relation­
ship between an effective style of leadership and the level 
of maturity of one's followers.3
Managerial style should move from high task-low relationship,
to high task-high relationship, to high relationship-low task, and
4
finally to low task-low relationship.
Participative Management 
Perhaps the most comprehensive research based position on parti­
cipative management has been developed by Likert, who assembled and 
integrated evidence supporting the effectiveness of "System 4" or
Robert P. Vecchio, "An Empirical Examination of the Validity 
of Fiedler's Model of Leadership Effectiveness," Organizational Behavior 
and Human Performance 19 (June 1977): 180.
^Ibid., pp. 203-205.
^Hersey and Blanchard, "Life Cycle Theory of Leadership," p. 97. 
^Ibid.
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participative management.^ Before further discussion on the participation 
or participative management style, the meaning of this term should be 
stated.
The behavioral approach is participative management. It 
is face-to-face, informal sharing of decision making at the 
work place. It is "shop-floor democracy". It is an infoirmal 
arrangement between managers and subordinates whereby managers- 
through indoctrination, training, organizational policy, social 
pressure, or other means involve their subordinates in con­
sensual decision making about matters of importance to all 
concerned.2
There are four specific means of effect and four corresponding 
results of participative management style which Sashkin identified as:
At least four specific means of effect can be identified:
1. Improved flow and use of information; this is an effect 
on quality.
2. Increased psychological commitment of workers; workers’ 
acceptance is increased through participation.
3. Learning through behavioral practice. Those involved 
in a participative approach develop skills in applying 
the approach; this is an effect on behavioral process.
4. Development of shared norms and values among organiza­
tion members, facilitating collaborative efforts; this 
is an effect on organizational process.3
Four corresponding outcomes of participation are associated with
each of the means:
1. Improved quality. Better information flow and use can 
clarify tasks and task goals, and produce qualitatively 
better decisions, problem solutions, or change plans.
^Marshall Sashkin, "Changing Toward Participative Management 
Approaches: A Model and Methods," Academy of Management Review 1 (July
1976): 76.
2
Bass and Shackleton, "Industrial Democracy and Participative 
Management: A Case for a Synthesis," p. 397.
3
Sashkin, "Changing Toward Participative Management Approaches: 
A Model and Methods," p. 77.
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2. Increase in workers' commitment and acceptance of goals, 
decisions, problem solutions, or changes through a sense 
of "ownership" (having been involved in the goal-setting, 
decision making, problem-solving, or change activity).
This outcome increases the likelihood that goals, etc., 
will be effectively implemented.
3. Support of the participative approach and continuance
of its effects over time, as a result of learning through 
behavioral practice: this represents the behavioral
process effect.
4. Increased adaptive capacity of the organization.
Development of shared norms and values may lead to 
more effective use of inter-dependency relations 
among organization members, through an organizational 
process based on collaboration, as opposed to win-lose 
conflict. Seashore (personal communication) has 
described the operation of this outcome as "discovering, 
testing, and changing the boundaries of issues and 
activities that rest on shared values, trustworthiness 
of the purposes of others".
Likert avocated System 4 management for solving organizational
conflict between management and workers. As a result of using this
management style, Likert found that the relation of management and
workers were improved. In one of his studies Likert found:
. . .within one year's time there was a 28 percent 
increase in productivity, scrap was cut to less than 
one-fourth of the previous level, and there was a sub­
stantial decrease in "committeeman calls" and written 
grievances. (A "committeeman call" is a demand by a 
worker that a union representative is not present, the 
worker will not listen or talk.) The reduction in 
committeeman calls and written grievances reflects a 
substantial reduction in the hostility and conflict that 
had existed in this deaprtment prior to its shift toward 
System 4.^
In comparing results obtained from other countries, Likert found 
that in most highly industrialized nations, the management system is more 
toward System 4. In less industrialized nations the management system
^Rensis Likert and Jane Gibson Likert, New Ways of Managing 
Conflict, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976), p. 78.
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is more toward System 1. Likert also found that there were no differences 
in age, education, seniority, or party membership among respondents.^
According to Likert, the manager who employed participative 
management strategy is more effective than the one employing authorita­
tive style. By introducing the time concern, Likert pointed out that:
. . .A manager with high technical competence and high 
performance goals who uses System 1 or 2 and puts pressure 
on the organization for high production and low costs through 
such procedures as tight budgets, across-the-board budget 
cuts, personnel ceilings, and tight or tightened standards 
can achieve impressive productivity and financial results 
over the short run. . .the human organization's productive 
capability will deteriorate under this kind of manager. As 
a consequence, over the long run the favorable productivity 
and earnings usually are not sustained. The profit and loss 
statements for that short-run period were, of course, spurious 
since the profits reported were larger than the actual true 
earnings for that period (Likert, 1973a). The length of time 
over which these spuriously high earnings can be achieved, i.e., 
the "short run," varies with the size of the organization. In 
small organizations, this time span can be one to three years; 
in medium sized organizations the range is likely to be about 
three to five years. In large corporations, the "short run" 
can be ten years or even longer.2
In the United States, the mean company management system is between
System 2 or 2*s. Likert found that System 4 organization is 20 to 40
percent more productive and profitable than the average operations.
Likert says:
"When an organization shifts from System 2 to System 
4, there will be improvement in its performance and its 
capacity to resolve conflicts constructively; corresponding 
sizable improvements are occurring in productivity, earnings, 
and other performance measurements including in employee 
satisfaction, internal teamwork, and union management 
relationships.3
^Ibid., pp. 88-93. 
^Ibid., pp. 95-98. 
^Ibid., p. 98.
31
The desired characteristics of System 4 management which differs 
from the other systems are described by Likert.
1. Greater confidence by superiors in subordinates.
2. More freedom felt by subordinates to talk to their 
superiors.
3. More frequent seeking and use of subordinates' ideas.
4. Use of involvement rather than threats.
5. Mutual confidence and trust in interactions rather than 
condescension by superiors and fear by subordinates.
6. Greater participation by subordinates in decisions 
related to their work.
7. Productivity, cost, and other accounting data used by 
departments for self-guidance rather than by top manage­
ment for punitive purposes.
8. Widespread feeling of responsibility for achieving the 
goals of the organization.
9. Mutual expectations that each person will do the job 
well and help others, and;
10. Cooperative attitudes to achieve goals rather than  ^
covert resistance to them and restriction of output.
Management Style Implications in Selected Asian Countries
The introduction of participative management styles into
developing countries creates problems which need to be resolved. The
situation is described by Glen and James.
The managers, engineers, and other professionals 
operating under these systems are the "cream of the crop", 
since there are often competitive examinations for appoint­
ment to management positions. The educational level is very 
high, with much of the education coming either from western 
school or from western-influenced schools in India. Many 
of the textbooks are of American origin. Management Science 
techniques are known by many but applications do not appear
Hbid., p. 94.
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to be widespread. Thus, we have knowledgeable, able managers 
having difficulties in using modern techniques in complex 
industrial-social-political situations.^
Negandhi and Prasad express the need for environmental change 
and the change in management before participation in management will be 
widespread.
While there are many avenues along which such trans­
mission can be undertaken, it has been recognized that there 
are various social, cultural, and other obstacles which will 
be in the way. Pessimistic though it may sound, unless there 
is a perceptible change in the philosophy of the owner- 
managers and their top salaried managers, the efforts may not 
yield fruitful results. One may find individuals who are 
imbued with knowledge of management theory and techniques 
acquired painstakingly but unable to effectively apply them 
in a work environment such as it prevails in a large number 
of industrial enterprises in underdeveloped countries.%
In attempting to transmit advanced management know-how into 
Burma, Chewning found an acceptance of technological advancement but a
3
rejection of management improvement.
Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter conducted a research study on the 
attitudes of managers in fourteen countries including two Asia nations, 
India and Japan. They found that almost every manager in the fourteen 
countries held negative perception of the average individual's capacity 
for initiative and leadership; at the same time these managers felt 
that participative method was more effective than traditional direct 
method. Comparisons were made in the attitudes of managers of different
Thaddeus M. Glen and Charles F. James, Jr., "Difficulties in 
Implementing Management Sciences Techniques in a Third World Setting," 
Interfaces 10 (February 1980): 41.
2
Anant R. Negandhi and S. Benjamin Prasad, Comparative Management 
(New York: Meredith Corporation, 1971), p. 231.
^David L. Chewning, "The Transference of Management Techniques," 
in Negandhi and Prasad, Comparative Management, p. 226.
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levels, sizes of companies, and ages, which were used as independent 
variables. The findings showed that half of the instance the higher
level managers had more participative or democratic attitudes, whereas 
in the other half the higher level managers had more authoritarian 
attitudes. In India lower level managers had more participative 
attitudes. Managers of larger companies advocated a more positive 
attitude toward participative style. Age did not seem to have a strong 
effect on attitude toward managerial practices.^
Negandhi conducted a research study on leadership styles in 
three kinds of companies: American subsidiaries, Japanese subsidiaries,
and local companies of Taiwan. He evaluated leadership styles at three 
different levels as top manager, middle manager, and supervisor levels 
on four leadership styles: Consultative, Autocratic, Bureaucratic-
autocratic, and Paternalistic-autocratic. Bureaucratic and Paternalistic 
were autocratic; however, a Bureaucratic leader attempted to influence 
subordinates by emphasizing rules, regulations, and procedures outlined 
in a company manual, while a Paternalistic leader assumed the "father
figure" and had strong personal and emotional ties with subordinates.
2
The results of this study were presented in Table 1.
The typical pattern in management styles of developing countries 
is the family oriented style; dominant attitudes toward authority, 
responsibility and subordinates are shaped in large part by values
^Mason Haire, Edwin E. Ghiselli, and Lyman W. Porter, Managerial 
Thinking: An International Study (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
1966), pp. 114-181.
2
Anant R. Negandhi, Management and Economic Development: The
Case of Taiwan (Motherland: Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague 1973), pp. 65-76.
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TABLE 1
LEADERSHIP STYLES AT THREE MANAGERIAL LEVELS IN TAIWAN
Top Manager Middle Manager Supervisor
Leadership Style
A C J A C J A C J
Consultative 6 2 2 5 2 2 4 2 2
Autocratic 3 1 4 4 9 4 5 9 5
Bureaucratic-autocratic 1 1 1
Paternalistic-autocratic 7
A = American Subsidiaries (n=9)
B = Chinese Local Companies (n=ll) 
C = Japanese Subsidiaries (n=7)
inherent in the joint family system.^ Massie and Luytjes explained the 
predominant characteristics of the Chinese management approach in 
Singapore and Malaysia.
1. The head of the family is the chief executive of the 
business unit. The eldest son is next in the organ­
ization hierarchy.
2. The Chinese businessman places a high value on inde­
pendence, seldom welcoming outside help or investment, 
and on family solidarity and loyalty.
3. Authority is based on age and is usually absolute.
Subordinates are not expected to question the view­
points of superiors. Group decision making, therefore, 
plays a minor role.
4. The Chinese approach to management places little 
emphasis on specialisation or functionalisation.
Each worker or manager is expected to be independent 
and not rely on anyone else. The tendency, therefore, 
is toward simple line organizations and broad spans 
of control.2
^Barry M. Richman and Melvyn Copen, International Management and 
Economic Development (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Comapny, 1972), p. 125.
2
Joseph L. Massie and Jan Luytjes, Management in an International 
Context (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), p. 255-256.
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Jumnoung^ conducted a study utilizing Likert's organizational
characteristic profile questionnaire to measure eight organizational
variables. He administered the questionnaire survey to the trainees
of Rubber Replantation Aid Funds before and after the workshop (after
they had been backed to work for five months). The eight measured
organizational variables were: leadership, character of motivation,
character of communication, character of interaction-influence, character
of decision making, character of goal setting or ordering, character of
control, and performance goals and training. His findings were that the
managerial style implied in the ORRAF was predominately System 3,
Consultative style. The measurement of the organizational profile
after the workshop showed some increasing value of most organizational
variables even though the management system was still in System 3. The
score results were summarized in Table 2. This table was adapted by
taking only needed variable scores from research results prepared in
2
Tables 5-1 to Tables 5-16 of Jumnoung’s report.
Abdulrahman A. Al-Jafary conducted a study in which he identified 
the predominant management styles of the upper levels of management in 
ten largest multinational petrochemical companies operating in the 
Arbian Gulf region. Al-Jafary examined the relationship between the 
use of a participative management style (System 4) and departmental 
effectiveness. Al-Jafary found that the predominant management style 
in these organizations was the consultative or System 3, and that the
Vuthichai Jumnoung, Management Development: A Quasi-experimental
Research of a Workshop (Bangkok: The National Institute of Development
Administration, 1979), pp. 70-106.
^Ibid.
TABLE 2
MEANS OF ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES FOR ORRAF AT 
MANAGER AND SUPERVISOR LEVELS
Before Workshop After Workshop
Organizational
Variables
Manager 
X Sd
Supervisor 
X Sd
Manager 
X  Sd
Supervisor 
X Sd
Leadership 12.15 1.77 12.32 2.21 12.64 1.47 11.42 2.62
Motivation 13.23 1.55 11.99 1.70 13.34 2.26 12.44 2.28
Communication 13.44 0.73 11.75 2.01 13.60 1.61 11.97 2.57
Interaction-Influence 13.47 1.59 12.37 1.96 14.33 1.72 12.40 2.63
Decision Making 12.99 2.23 12.63 2.31 13.56 2.57 12.13 1.92
Goal Setting or 
Ordering
12.39 2.31 11.78 2.45 12.58 1.55 12.02 2.07
Control 14.65 1.91 13.58 1.83 13.11 4.65 14.11 1.91
Performance Goals 
and Training
9.61 2.38 10.35 3.23 8.61 3.08 11.70 2.83
MEAN SCORE SCALE FOR MANAGEMENT SYSTEM; System 1 = 1-5, System 2 = 6-10, System 3 = 11-15
w
System 4 = 16-^ 20.
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participants desired a more participative management system. Al-Jafary 
found a direct positive relationship between System 4 and the effective­
ness of the organizations in his study. He also indicated that there 
was no regional difference effecting the perception of the management 
system and the organizational effectiveness of these organizations.^
Organizational Effectiveness and Measurement
A measure of effectiveness is a correlate or a predictor of true
value; when the true value is high, the measure of effectiveness tends
to give a high schore or high probability and when the true value is
low, the measure of effectiveness tends to give a low score or low 
2
probability. A model created to measure effectiveness by employing 
multivariate criteria can yield the better analysis of the prediction 
over the univariate measurement. The multivariate model is a more
3
meaningful approach to measure the organizational effectiveness.
Steers reviewed seventeen models of organizational effectiveness.
Steers found that, of all the evaluation criteria utilized in these 
research models, the most widely used one included Adaptability- 
flexibility. Productivity, Job satisfaction, Profitability, and Resource 
acquisition consecutively. According to Steers, "effectiveness can best 
be examined by jointly considering three related concepts: 1) the notion
Abdulrahman A. Al-Jafary, "Management Systems and Organizational 
Effectiveness in Selected Multinational Organizations in the Arabian 
Gulf Region" (Ph.D. dissertation, the University of Oklahoma, 1979).
2
Gordon Raisbeck, "How the Choice of Measures of Effectiveness 
Constrains Operational Analysis," Interfaces 9 (August 1979): 85-93.
Richard M. Steers, Organizational Effectiveness: A Behavioral
View (California: Goodyear Publishing Company, Inc., 1977), pp. 38-51.
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of goal optimization, 2) a system perspective, and 3) an emphasis on 
human behavior in organizational settings."^
Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler and Weick proposed three aspects to 
be evaluated in the effectiveness model, a person-process-product model 
of managerial effectiveness.
"The person in the model refers to the individual manager's 
characteristic traits and abilities, while the product is in 
terms of organizational results such as profit maximization 
and productivity. The process is the manager's on-the-job 
behavior and activities. In measuring and evaluating mana­
gerial effectiveness, organizations have tended to focus on 
either the person or the product. The process has not 
received the same attention because it is unclear what con­
stitutes effective managerial behavior. All three components, 
person-process-product, need to be understood in evaluating 
the effectiveness. . ."2
According to Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly, organizational 
effectiveness is an all-encompassing concept which includes a number 
of component concepts of the organization as a system. Organizational 
effectiveness must reflect the entire circle of input, process, and 
output and must reflect the relationship of its organization and the 
environment. The criteria used by Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly in 
measuring organizational effectiveness included production, efficiency, 
and satisfaction in short run dimension, adaptiveness and development 
in the intermediate dimension, and survival in the long run dimension. 
Survival is the final determination of effectiveness. The short run 
criteria are more concrete, specific, verifiable, and objective than 
the intermediate ones, adaptiveness and development. The survival of an
^Ibid., p. 4.
2
John J. Morse and Francis R. Wagner, "Measuring the Process of 
Managerial Effectiveness," Academy of Management Journal 21 (March 1978) 
23.
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organization is measured by the indicators of the measurement of both 
the short run and intermediate criteria. The effective organization 
must achieve the proper relationship aoiong the criteria within a given 
time period and the optimal balance of performance over time.^
Mott measured organizational effectiveness by employing multi­
criteria method. He defined organizational effectiveness as the ability 
of an organization to mobilize its central power to produce, to adapt 
with the change, and to cope with the unexpected emergency situations. 
Mott's criteria of measurement are: 1) productivity as the quantity of
product, the quality of product, and the efficiency of producing (use 
least resource to produce most production); 2) adaptability as symbolic 
adaptation (anticipate in advance about the problem and find alternative 
solutions for it, and also staying abreast of new technologies and 
methods applicable to the activities of the organization) and behavioral
adaptation (prompt acceptance of solutions, and prevalent acceptance of
2
solutions); and 3) flexibility. Thus, according to Mott, effective 
organizations can produce efficiently, adapt more effectively to the 
change, and be more flexible to cope with emergency situations than 
other similar organizations.
Mott recommended the use of an instrument measure of organiza­
tional effectiveness that was developed by researchers at the Institute 
for Social Research at the University of Michigan, instead of using 
productivity data collected from or by the organization being studied. 
Mott emphasizes that productivity data can be misleading.
^Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly, Organizations, pp. 60-68.
2
Paul E. Mott, The Characteristics of Effective Organizations 
(New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1972), pp. 17-20.
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First, although measures of productivity can reflect the 
past effectiveness of an organization in adapting to problems 
and coping with emergencies, they tell us nothing about its 
viability now or in the future. Second, raw productivity 
measures exclude considerations of quality and production 
efficiency. Even unit-cost measures are inadequate because 
an organization with lower unit costs may actually be devoting 
inadequate resources to activities that might enhance future 
effectiveness. Measures of turnover and absenteeism are 
inadequate as measures of effectiveness; at best, they are 
indicators.^
Mott concluded that the effectiveness index resulted from using this
subjective measurement as a valid and inexpensive measure except when
responses reflect outmoded standards. It is important to obtain measures
of unit effectiveness from several sources, in order to ensure a clear
2
estimate of the validity of the self-appraisal measurement.
Negahdhi states that it is erroneous to use economic indices to
measure management effectiveness, especially in underdeveloped countries
where seller's market conditions are widely prevalent. Negandhi proposed
behaviorally oriented measures of effectiveness as suggested by Argyris,
3
Likert, and others to be used with underdeveloped countries. As a 
result of studies involving effectiveness criteria with the influences 
of environmental factors, Negandhi concludes;
Of the various environmental factors, the economic and 
legal conditions were more important than the socio-cultural 
variables. The impact of socio-cultural variables on manage­
ment practices and effectiveness is hard to ascertain. From 
our limited study, all we can say is that such an impact is 
rather over-emphasized in the literature. More meaningful 
research in this area is urgently needed.4
4bid. ^Ibid., pp. 189-199.
3
Anant R. Negandhi (ed.). Modern Organizational Theory (Ohio: 
Kent State University Press, 1973), p. 288-289.
^Ibid., pp. 310.
41
To determine organizational effectiveness Likert recommends 
measuring three categories of variables: causal, intervening, and end-
result. Likert described each of the categories.
The "causal" variables are independent variables which 
determine the course of developments within an organization 
and the results achieved by the organization. These causal 
variables include only those independent variables which can 
be altered or changed by the organization and its management. 
General business conditions, for example, although an inde­
pendent variable, is not included among the causal list.
Causal variables include the structure of the organization 
and management's policies, decisions, business and leadership 
strategies, skills, and behavior.
The "intervening" variables reflect the internal state 
and health of the organization, e.g., the loyalties, attitudes, 
motivations, performance goals, and perceptions of all 
members and their collective capacity for effective inter­
action, communication, and decision making.
The "end-result" variables are the dependent variables 
which reflect the achievements of the organization, such as 
its productivity, costs, scrap loss, and earnings.1
It is believed by Likert that the intervening variables are 
produced largely by the causal variables and have an influence upon 
the end-result variables. Likert offers the following explanation.
"Attempts by members of the organization to improve the 
intervening variables by endeavoring to alter these variables 
directly will be much less successful, usually, than efforts 
directed toward modifying them through altering the causal 
variables. Similarly, efforts to improve the end-result 
variables by attempting to modify the intervening variables 
will usually be less effective than changing the causal 
variables.2
Human organization of an enterprise can be measured by a number 
of key dimensions of causal and intervening variables. The causal
^Likert, The Human Organization: Its Management and Value,
pp. 26-29. 
2Ibid., p. 77.
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variables refer to managerial leadership and organizational climate. 
Likert suggests using the following elements to measure the dimensions 
of managerial leadership and organizational climate:
Managerial Leadership:
Support : Friendly; pays attention to what your saying; listens
to subordinates' problems.
Team Building: Encourages subordinates to work as a team;
encourages exchange of opinions and ideas.
Goal emphasis: Encourages best efforts; maintains high
standards.
Help with work: Shows ways to do a better job; helps sub­
ordinates plan, organize, and schedule; offers new ideas, 
solutions to problems.
Organizational Climate:
Communication flow: Subordinates know what's goining on;
superiors are receptive; subordinates are given information 
to do jobs well.
Decision-making practices : Subordinates are involved in
setting goals; decisions are made at levels of accurate 
information; persons affected by decisions are asked for 
their ideas; know-how of people of all levels is used.
Concern for persons: The organization is interested in the
individual's welfare; tries to improve working conditions; 
organizes work activities sensibly.
Influence on department: From lower-level supervisors,
employees who have no subordinates.
Technological adeouacv: Improved methods are quickly
adopted; equipment and resources are well managed.
Motivation: Differences and disagreements are accepted
and worked through; people in organization work hard for 
money, promotions, job satisfaction, and to meet high 
expectations from others and are encouraged to do so 
by policies, working conditions, and people.!
^Rensis Likert, "Human Resource Accounting: Building and Assessing
Productive Organizations," Personnel (May-June 1973): 9-10.
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The intervening dimensions are measured by the variables of 
peer leadership, group process, satisfaction. Likert describes these 
variables as:
Peer Leadership:
Support : Friendly; pays attention to what others are saying;
listens to others' problems.
Goal emphasis: Encourages best efforts; maintains high
standards.
Help with work: Shows ways to do a better job; helps others 
plan, organize, and schedule; group shares with each other 
new ideas, solutions to problems.
Team building: Encouragement from each other to work as a
team; emphasis on team goal; exchange of opinions and ideas.
Group Process:
Planing together, coordinating efforts. 
Making good decisions, solving problems. 
Knowing jobs and how to do them well.
Sharing information.
Wanting to meet objectives.
Having confidence and trust in other members. 
Ability to meet unusual work demands.
Satisfaction:
With fellow workers; superiors; jobs; this organization 
compared with others; pay; progress in the organization up 
to now; chances for getting ahead in the future.^
Strong emphasis has been placed on measuring causal and inter­
vening variables rather than end-results. Likert expresses measurement 
as follows:
"End-results usually provide neither adequate information 
about the causes of the undesired results nor the best clues 
to guide decisions to solve them or prevent them. Only the
^Ibid., p. 10.
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causal and Intervening variables provide information correctly 
describing the current internal state of the organization as 
a human enterprise. Especially important are the causal 
variables, which provide data enabling one to predict with  ^
reasonable accuracy the future trends in the organization."
An effective summary of the viewpoints on measuring organizational 
effectiveness has been succinctly stated by Likert.
. . .Measurements of current earnings, production, and 
similar variables all ignore any changes that may have occurred 
in the human component of a department or firm and the sub­
sequent impact these changes will have on the firm's performance 
and profitability.
When human component changes are taken into consideration, 
relatively consistent patterns of relationships generally 
emerge. Until investigators pay attention to these changes, 
their studies will continue to lead to erroneous conclusions 
on the best style of leadership or management.2
Summary
The literature on managerial styles present three approaches 
(Trait, Behavioral, and Situational Approach) in describing the dif­
ferences in managerial leadership styles and effectiveness. Human 
relation theorists proclaim the participative management style as the 
best style for managing organizations. Giving employees more freedom 
at work, allowing them to become more involving in decision-making, 
and broadening individual responsibility can help increase employees 
satisfaction with and commitment to their work. The participative 
management style will increase adaptive capacity for the organization, 
and develop shared norms and values which lead to more effective use 
of interpersonal relationships among organizational members.
^Likert, The Human Organization, p. 130.
2
Rensis Likert, "Management Styles and the Human Component," 
Management Review 66 (October 1977): 24.
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In determination of organizational effectiveness, Likert 
identified three categories of measurable variables: causal, intervening,
and end-result. Causal variables are the independent variables which 
can be altered by the organization and its management. Causal variables 
include the structure of the organization, management policies, and 
leadership strategies and behavior. The intervening variables refer 
to the internal state and health of the organization: loyalty, attitude,
motivation, performance goals, and member interaction. The end-result 
variables are the dependent variables which indicate the achievement 
of organizational effectiveness. Measure of the end-results can be 
achieved by measuring the causal and the intervening variables. The 
most widely used evaluation criteria for measuring organizational 
effectiveness are adaptability-flexibility, productivity, and satis­
faction.
CHAPTER III - 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research design 
and methodology used in this study. The chapter includes an explanation 
on each of the following topics; research questions, research model, 
hypotheses, survey instruments, population and sample, survey methodology 
and data collection, and measurement and statistical analysis procedures.
Statement of the Problem
This research study investigated the managerial style and the 
organizational effectiveness of large manufacturing organizations in 
Bangkok. The primary purpose was to determine the managerial style 
compared with the effectiveness of the organization. The researcher had 
established nine questions to be answered from this research which were 
stated as:
1. What were the managerial styles employed by those who were 
in charge of managers in the large manufacturing organizations in 
Bangkok?
2. Was there a predominate or common style of managerial 
leadership among them? What was it?
3. How were these styles and management system related to the 
organizational effectiveness?
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4. What was the most effective managerial style for these 
organizations?
5. Was there an existence of participative managerial style?
How was it related to the effectiveness of the organizations?
6. Was there the existence of more participative managerial 
style at the higher organizational levels?
7. Was there a desire for more participation in management and 
work concerned decision in general?
8. Was there a difference in managerial style and organizational 
effectiveness among managers of different educational levels; and how 
were the managerial style and effectiveness criteria related to the 
educational variable?
9. Were these differences in Managerial styles among the 
different departments in the organizations?
Research Model
The research model of this study was developed from Likert's 
organizational system model and Mott’s organizational effectiveness 
model. The model consists of 4 categories of variables described as: 
demographic variables, independent (or causal) variables, intervening 
variables, and dependent (or effectiveness) variables. Figure 1 shows 
the model with the 4 categories and their relationships.
The demographic variables are those variables as age, education, 
and experience which are multifactor variables of each individual.
The independent variables are those which are described as 
causal variables by Likert. They are managerial leadership and organ­
izational climate as shown in the Figure 2.
FIGURE 1
RESEARCH MODEL 
CATEGORIES OF VARIABLES
Demographic
Variables
Intervening
Variables
Independent
(Causal)
Variables
Dependent
(Effectiveness)
Variables
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FIGURE 2
MANAGERIAL LEADERSHIP AND ORGANIZATIONAL 
CLIMATE VARIABLES
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
Managerial Leadership Organizational Climate
1. Support 1. Communication Flow
2. Team Building 2. Decision-Making
3. Goal Emphasis 3. Concern for People
4. Help with Work 4. Influence on Depart.
5. Involvement 5. Technological Adequacy
6. Motivation
The intervening variables, as described by Likert, are used to 
measure the internal state of the organization. Intervening variables 
are categorized as peer leadership and group process in Figure 3.
FIGURE 3
PEER LEADERSHIP AND GROUP PROCESS VARIABLES
INTERVENING VARIABLES
Peer Leadership Group Process
1. Support 1. Planning & Coordinating
2. Goal Emphasis 2. Decision-Making &
3. Help with Work Solving Problems
4. Team Building 3. Making Clear of Work
4. Sharing Information
5. Meeting Objective
6. Confidence & Trust in 
Group
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The dependent variables or the organizational effectiveness 
variables are identified as satisfaction and those criteria defined by 
Mott as: productivity, adaptivity, and flexibility. The dependent
variables included in this study are shown in Figure 4.
FIGURE 4
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS VARIABLES
DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Self-Assessing Top Management Evaluation
1. Productivity 1. Productivity
2. Adaptivity 2. Adaptivity
3. Flexibility 3. Flexibility
4. Satisfaction 4. Satisfaction
Hypotheses
There were 6 major hypotheses tested with data collected in this
study,
Hypothesis I: The managerial style employed by managers of
large manufacturing organizations in Bangkok is between Bene­
volent authoritative (System 2) and Consultative (System 3).
The predominant (common) style of managerial leadership is the 
Benevolent authoritative.
Hypothesis II: There is a trend of more participative
management at the higher levels of management; therefore, 
the higher manager uses a more participative management style.
Hypothesis III: There is no difference in managerial
style among different departments in the organization.
Hypothesis IV: There is a desire for more participation
in management as perceiyed by members at the three levels of 
the organization.
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A. There is a desire for more participation in management 
at the worker level.
B. There is a desire for more participation in management 
at the supervisor level.
C. There is a desire for more participation in management 
at the department manager level.
Hypothesis V ; As perceived by the members of the organization, 
the relationships between the management system and the effec­
tiveness of the organization can be related as:
A. The closer the management style approximates System
4, the greater the satisfaction in the organization.
A-1. There is a positive correlation between
satisfaction of members at level 1 and the 
management style as perceived by level 1 
people.
A-2. There is a positive correlation between
satisfaction of members at level 2 and the 
management style as preceived by level 2 
people.
A-3. There is a positive correlation between
satisfaction of members at level 3 and the 
management style as perceived by level 3 
people.
B. The closer the management style approximates System 4,
the greater the adaptability of the organization.
B-1. There is a positive correlation between 
adaptability of members at level 1 and 
management style as perceived by level 1 
people.
B-2. There is a positive correlation between 
adaptability of members at level 2 and 
management style as perceived by level 2 
people.
B-3. There is a positive correlation between 
adaptability of members at level 3 and 
management style as perceived by level 3 
people.
C. The closer the management style approximates System 4, 
the greater the productivity of the organization.
C-1. There is a positive correlation between 
productivity of members at level 1 and 
management style as perceived by level 1 
people.
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C-2. There is a positive correlation between 
productivity of members at level 2 and 
management style as perceived by level 2 
people.
C-3. There is a positive correlation between 
productivity of members at level 3 and 
management style as perceived by level 3 
people.
Hypothesis VI; There is a positive relationship between educa­
tion of department managers and the effectiveness of the organization, 
as perceived by members of the organization at all three levels.
Survey Instruments
Two questionnaires were utilized to collect the data for this 
study. One questionnaire contained 97 items, 83 of which were selected 
from the Survev of Organizations questionnaire, a standardized instru­
ment which was developed by the Center for Research on Utilization of 
Scientific Knowledge, Institute for Social Research at the University 
of Michigan.^ The Survev of Organizations questionnaire has been used 
to test satisfaction. Eight of the questions were selected from a 
Questionnaire standardized by Mott.^ Mott used his instrument to measure 
adaptability and productivity. Six questions were included to collect 
demographic information from the respondents. This questionnaire was 
administered to department managers, supervisors, and workers.
The other questionnaire was administered to the top manager of 
the organization and was used to collect data to determine the effectiveness 
of each department studied. This questionnaire consisted of the eight
^J.C. Taylor and D.G. Bowers, Survey of Organizations (Ann Arbor, 
Michigan: Institute for Social Research, 1972).
2
Mott, Thé Characteristics of Effective Organizations.
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organizational effectiveness questions from the questionnaire developed 
by Mott.^ Six items were included to collect demographic information.
Both of the instruments were translated by two professional 
translator companies in Bangkok, and the researcher was the coordinator 
or these translations. The translated questionnaires from each company 
were reviewed and chosen for the best of each item in Thai language by 
the researcher. The final copies of the questionnaires were sent to 
each company for official approval as well as to the American Consular 
General in Bangkok. Copies of the questionnaires in English and Thai 
are shown in Appendix A.
Population and Sample
The population for this study included privately owned manufac­
turing companies in Bangkok which employed 1,000 or more persons. The 
data regarding the names of companies and the number of employees was 
obtained from the Research and Planning Division of the Department of 
Labor, Ministry of Interior, Bangkok, Thailand. There were 66 organi­
zations which employed 1,000 or more. The number and categories of 
manufacturing organizations in Bangkok were included in Table 3. The 
three different types of manufacturing organizations were listed as 
private enterprises, state enterprises, and other. The organizations 
included in the population of the study had headquarters established 
in Bangkok.
From the 53 possible companies, a sample size of 10 was randomly 
selected. In each organization, 4 levels of organizational members were
^Ibid.
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TABLE 3
NUMBER OF MANUFACTURING ORGANIZATIONS IN BANGKOK, 
CATEGORIZED BY NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES
Types of 
Organizations 100-299 300-499 500-999
1,000 
and over Total^
Private
enterprises 467 89 59 53 36655
State
enterprises 5 3 3 13
Other% 1 3 0 0
Total Amount 473 95 62 ■ 66 36834
1. Total included organizations which employed less than 100 employees.
2. This category included small manufacturing businesses which were 
owned by associations established in Bangkok.
used. They were the top manager, the department manager, the supervisor, 
and 3 workers who reported to the supervisor selected for the study.
The supervisors and workers were randomly selected from each department. 
The numbers of participants at each level in each organization are shown 
in Table 4. Three digits of numbers were placed in each cell. The 
first digit represents the number of department managers, the second 
represents the number of supervisors, and the third represents the 
number of workers which belonged to the department. There were 63 
departments in the 10 organizations. As displayed in Table 4, there 
were 4 departments in the first company, 7 in the second, 4 in the 
seventh, 3 in the eight, 5 in the nine, and 5 in the tenth organization.
In 63 departments of the ten organizations, there were 315 
respondents; 63 department managers, 63 supervisors, and 189 workers. 
There were 5 respondents in each department, 1 department manager.
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1 supervisor, and 3 workers except in the marketing department of 
company number 7 and accounting and finance departments of company 
number 8. Of the 315 respondents 311 were local Thai people. Three 
respondents were Japanese and 1 respondent was from South America.
The top management of each company, to whom these department 
managers reported directly, was asked to evaluate the effectiveness of 
each department. The number of top management as the evaluator of each 
company was shown in Table 5. It was also shown the positions held by 
those top managements and their nationalities. There was only one 
manager for each company, except in companies number 5 and 6. There 
were two top managers evaluating different departments in 5, and 4, in
6. There were a total of 14 top managers responding to the survey 
questionnaires for evaluating the effectiveness of each department in 
ten companies. The total sample size of 329 respondents was used which 
included members from all 4 levels of these organizations.
Table 6 contains demographic factors for the 10 companies. The 
ownership of the 10 companies was listed as American subsidiary, Canadian 
subsidiary, Japanese subsidiary, or Thai company. The kinds of products 
produced by the companies included in the sample were gas, motorcycles, 
automobiles, electronic appliances, construction supplies, shoes, 
medical supplies, and textiles.
Survey Methodology and Data Collection
The names of 10 companies were randomly selected from the 
population of 53 manufacturing companies in Bangkok employing more than 
1000 persons. The researcher went to Bangkok in December of 1979 to 
conduct the data collection process.
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TABLE 5 
TOP MANAGEMENT BY COMPANY
Organization
Number
Number of 
Tm. Nationality Position Held
1 1 Thai Board of Director and 
Management committee
2 1 Thai General Manager
3 1 Thai Board of Director and 
Managing Director
4 1 Thai General Manager
5 2 Japanese President 
Managing Director
6 4 Thai Director of Administration 
Division 
Director of Factory I 
Director of Factory II 
Director of Factory III
7 1 Japanese President
8 1 Japanese Vice President and 
Managing Director
9 1 Thai Managing Director
10 1 Thai President
Approval was obtained from the management of each company for 
collecting the data. Appointments were made with the managers of each 
company to explain the purpose of the research and the data collection 
process. Specific times were arranged with the manager in each company 
for administering the questionnaires. At the appointed time in each 
company, the respondents were assembled in one room. The respondents 
included the department manager, a supervisor and randomly selected 
workers. The questionnaires were distributed and a complete instructions 
were given before the respondents started answering the questionnaire.
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TABLE 6
DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS FOR COMPANIES
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1 1,319 450 869 1904 American
Subsidiary
4
2 1,280 265 1,015 1966 Thai
Subsidiary
7
3 1,379 207 1,172 1959 Japanese
Subsidiary
8
4 2,000 30 1,970 1967 Thai
Subsidiary
4
5 1,300 36 1,264 1967 Japanese
Subsidiary
6
6 1,250 100 1,150 1952 Thai
Subsidiary
17
7 1,156 236 920 1962 Japanese
Subsidiary
4
8 1,329 29 1,300 1964 Japanese
Subsidiary
3
9 1,428 519 909 1929 Canadian
Subsidiary
5
10 2,012 898 1,114 1899 Thai
Subsidiary
5
All of the respondents were requested to answer all the questions. Each 
completed questionnaire was checked by the researcher to make sure every 
item was completed before each respondent left the room.
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On the same day, the second questionnaire designed to evaluate 
the effectiveness of each department was administered to the top 
executive of the company, whom was asked to evaluate the effectiveness 
of each department.
For coding purposes numbers were assigned to represent the 
levels at which the respondents worked. The codes were worker at level 
#1, supervisor at level #2, manager at level #3, and top manager at 
level #4. Numbers were also assigned to departments: personnel 1,
marketing 2, accounting and finance 3, production 4, maintenance and 
repair 5, quality control 6, warehouse 7, purchasing 8, and engineering 
and product development 9. The companies were numbered 1 through 10 
in the sequence data was collected.
The completed questionnaires were kept in confidence by the 
researcher. The data from all the questionnaires were coded and 
transfered to data sheets and brought back to the University of Oklahoma 
for analysis.
Statistical Analysis Procedures 
The SPSS Statistical Package for the Social Sciences^ was used 
to facilitate the analysis of the data gathered. The statistical pro­
cedures used to analyze the data and test the hypotheses changed with 
hypothesis being tested.
According to Likert, mean scores are used to determine the 
management system and managerial style which are ranged on a continum 
from System 1 to System 4. "System 1 covers the range from 1.0 to 1.99,
^Norman H. Nie, et al.. Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences, 2nd ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975).
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System 2 covers 2.00 to 2.99, System 3 covers 3.00 to 3.99, and System 
4 covers 4.00 to 4.99."^ Therefore, the statistical procedure used to 
test Hypothesis I was mean scores of managerial leadership and organ­
izational climate variables which are the independent variables.
The two way analysis of variance was used to test Hypotheses 
II and III, to see whether there is a difference in management style 
at different levels or different departments.
Mean scores and T-tests were used in testing Hypothesis IV.
Mean scores of the actual and ideal styles of management as perceived 
by worker, supervisor, and manager were calculated, and the T-test 
was used to test the different of the means scores for these paired 
observations.
Pearson correlation was used to test Hypothesis V and VI, to 
determine the relationships for these three sets of variables: 
demographic, independent (causal), and dependent (effectiveness). 
Hypothesis V was tested to determine the correlation between the two 
variables: management system, and organizational effectiveness.
Hypothesis VI was tested to determine the correlation between the 
education of department manager and the effectiveness variables.
Measures
Individual items of data collected on the questionnaire were 
grouped together in accordance to the dimensions of variables they were 
designed to measure. Correlation and reliability among these items 
were utilized for the purpose of grouping these items into 15 indices.
^Rensis Likert, The Human Organization, p. 36.
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The indices were used to measure the dimensions of managerial leadership, 
organizational climate, peer leadership, group process, adaptability 
and flexibility, productivity, and satisfaction. All the items of the 
research instrument corresponding the indicium (dimension) to be measured 
are presented in Appendix B.
The findings of the correlation and reliability tests of the 
indices used to measure managerial leadership and organizational climate 
were included in Table format in Appendix C. Pearson correlation 
coefficients and coefficient alphas on the diagonal are shown in the 
Table format in Appendix C. The indices used to measure intervening 
dimension were reduced to two indices: peer leadership and group
processing. Peer leadership included the four indices: peer support,
peer goal emphasis, peer help with work, and peer team building. Group 
processing included planning and coordinating effort, makes good 
decisions and solves problems, knows the job sell, sharing information, 
wants to meet objectives, responses to unusual work demand, and con­
fidence and trust. Nine indices were used to measure the effectiveness 
dimension: adaptability, productivity, and satisfaction of people at
level 1, 2, and 3. The indices are shown with reliability alphas and 
individual correlations in Table 7. The mean and standard deviation 
of the indices are included in Table 8.
TABLE 7
RELIABILITY ALPHAS FOR EFFECTIVENESS MEASUREMENTS
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4
A1 PI SI A2 P2 S2 A3 P3 S3 A4 P4
(Level 1) 
Adaptability 
Productivity 
Satisfaction
(.74)
.68***
,46***
(.78)
.47*** (.90)
(Level 2) 
Adaptability 
Productivity 
Satisfaction
.31**
.17
.09
.29*
.20*
.17
.27*
.25*
.17
(.81)
.65***
,40***
(.78)
.22* (.76)
(Level 3) 
Adaptability 
Productivity 
Satisfaction
.08
.07
.14
.02
.04
.01
.13
.04
.13
.12
.08
.10
.13
.16
-.04
.08
.01
.07
(.88)
.63***
.20*
(.80)
.14 (.87)
(Level 4)
Adaptability
Productivity
-.14 
—. 08
-.15
-.11
-.21*
-.10
-.26*
-.08
-.01
.12
-.21
-.16
.21*
.25*
.29*
.37**
-.07
.16
(.83)
.68*** (.84)
a\
NJ
* Significance at less than 0.05 (p<0.05)
** Significance at less than 0.01 (pcO.Ol)
*** Significance at less than 0.001 (p<0.001)
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TABLE 8
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND RELIABILITY 
ALPHAS OF THE MEASURING INDICES
Variable Indices Mean
Standard
Deviation
Reliability
Alpha
Causal Variables:
Managerial Leadership 3.42 0.56 0.93
Support 3.64 0.64 0.81
Goal emphasis 3.62 0.67 0.67
Help with work 3.27 0.66 0.82
Team building 3.34 0.75 0.70
Involvement 3.21 0.68 0.83
Organizational Climate 3.20 0.50 0.86
Intervening Variables:
Peer Leadership 3.14 0.50 0.91
Group Processing 3.30 0.48 0.83
Dependent Variables;
Level 1: Adaptability 3.37 0.38 0.74
Productivity 3.31 0.34 0.78
Satisfaction 3.58 0.50 0.90
Level 2: Adaptability 3.43 0.62 0.81
Productivity 3.40 0.49 0.78
Satisfaction 3.77 0.49 0.76
Level 3: Adaptability 3.37 0.70 0.88
Productivity 3.47 0.54 0.80
Satisfaction 3.73 0.60 0.87
CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH FINDINGS 
Introduction
The purposes of this chapter are to present the finding of the 
research study and the analysis of data. The findings were organized 
and presented as responses to testing each hypothesis. The hypotheses 
were developed to find answers to the questions proposed in the statement 
of the problem (in Chapters I and III).
Managerial Style 
Hypothesis I stated that the managerial style utilized by the 
manager of the organization is between Benevolent Authoritative (System 
2) and Consultative (System 3), and that Benevolent Authoritative is the 
most prevelant. According to Likert, as described in the statistical 
procedures in the last part of Chapter III, mean scores and standard 
deviation of each variable will be used to justify the management system 
and managerial style of the organizations. The two dimensions of 
variables described as causal variables, managerial leadership and 
organizational climate, will be used to describe the management system 
and managerial style. Table 9 shows the mean scores and standard 
deviation of these variables for the ten organizations, as perceived by 
each level: department manager, supervisor, and worker. The average
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TABLE 9
MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF 
EACH LEVEL IN THE ORGANIZATIONS
Level
Management System 
Dimension Mean
Standard
Deviation
Average
Mean
Department manager Managerial Leadership 3.52 0.64
(n=63) Organizational Climate 3.36 0.55 3.44
Supervisor Managerial Leadership 3.42 0.57
(n=63) Organizational Climate 3.18 0.50 3.30
Worker Managerial Leadership 3.31 0.43
(n=I89) Organizational Climate 3.07 0.39 3.19
Total Sample Managerial Leadership 3.42 -
(n=315) Organizational Climate 3.20 — 3.31
mean score of the management system dimensions was 3.31; therefore, the 
management system of the sample (n=315) is the consultative style. The 
perception of the respondents of each level, showed no difference in 
management system, even though the average mean scores of the management 
system dimensions are slightly different. Also, the management system 
and management style of each level are in System 3.
Table 10 presents the mean score and the management system of 
each organization, as perceived and reported by respondents at each 
level. The management system of each organization, as perceived by its 
members, was in System 3 except for organization 7. The average of the 
mean scores ranged from 2.93 to 3.74. Only organization 7 has the 
management system indicated as Benevolent Authoritative, System 2. The 
average mean score for organization 7 was 2.93, only .07 from being 
evaluated as a System 3.
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TABLE 10
MEASUREMENTS FOR THE MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM OF EACH ORGANIZATION
Organization
Number Level
Management
System
Dimensions Mean
Standard
Deviation
Average
Mean MS.
1 3 ML 3.92 0.31
OC 3.97 0.17 3.94 3
2 ML 3.78 0.34
OC 3.84 0.43 3.81 3
1 ML 3.53 0.52
OC 3.43 0.41 3.48 3
All ML/OC - - 3.74 3
2 3 ML 3.21 0.70
OC 3.06 0.44 3.14 3
2 ML 3.63 0.37
OC 3.38 0.26 3.51 3
1 ML 3.39 0.50
OC 3.23 0.40 3.31 3
All ML/OC - - 3.32 3
3 3 ML 3.34 0.49
OC 3.56 0.42 3.55 3
2 ML 3.40 0.52
OC 3.27 0.42 3.34 3
1 ML 3.15 0.41
OC 3.17 0.37 3.16 3
All ML/OC - - 3.35 3
4 3 ML 3.29 0.62
OC 3.27 0.62 3.28 3
2 ML 2.87 0.47
OC 3.13 0.38 3.00 3
1 ML 3.08 0.40
OC 2.68 0.07 2.88 2
All ML/OC - '■ - 3.05 3
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TABLE 10— Continued
Management
Organization System Standard Average
Number Level Dimensions Mean Deviation Mean MS.
5 3 ML 3.71 0.58
OC 3.69 0.45 3.70 3
2 ML 3.03 0.77
OC 2.97 0.44 3.00 3
1 ML 2.86 0.38
nc 2.61 0.22 2.74 2
All ML/OC - - 3.15 3
6 3 ML 3.33 0.52
OC 3.09 0.42 3.21 3
2 ML 3.51 0.54
OC 3.09 0.50 3.30 3
1 ML 3.45 0.34
OC 3.18 0.31 3.32 3
All ML/OC - - 3.28 3
7 3 ML 3.02 0.50
OC 2.69 0.55 2.86 2
2 ML 3.01 0.98
OC 2.61 0.59 2.81 2
1 ML 3.34 0.36
OC 2.89 0.28 3.12 3
All ML/OC - - 2.93 2
8 3 ML 3.87 0.17
OC 3.39 0.14 3.63 3
2 ML 3.49 0.60
OC 3.00 0.12 3.24 3
1 ML 3.46 0.74
OC 3.15 0.69 3.31 3
All ML/OC - - 3.39 3
9 3 ML 3.68 1.04
OC 3.64 0.76 3.66 3
2 ML 3.68 0.27
OC 3.03 0.37 3.36 3
1 ML 3.20 0.35
OC 2.87 0.23 3.04 3
All ML/OC - - 3.35 3
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TABLE 10— Continued
Organization
Number Level
Management
System
Dimensions Mean
Standard
Deviation
Average
Mean MS.
10 3 ML 4.25 0.68
OC 3.77 0.32 4.01 4
2 ML 3.48 0.34
OC 3.50 0.58 3.49 3
1 ML 3.47 0.33
OC 3.21 0.31 3.34 3
All ML/OC - - 3.61 3
Hypothesis I can be accepted. The managerial style employed by 
managers of the organizations was between the Benevolent Authoritative 
(System 2) and the Consultative (System 3). However, the most predominate 
is not the Benevolent authoritative style as stated in the hypothesis.
The mean scores of the management systems for the 10 organ­
izations were compared with the norms published for the United States.
The United States norm means are slightly higher than the means for the 
10 companies in Thailand. The data for comparing the management system 
of the organizations in Thailand and The United States was organized 
and presented in Table 11.
Managerial Style at Different Levels 
Hypothesis II proposed that the higher the level of the parti­
cipant in the organization, the closer the managerial style was to 
System 4. Two way analysis of variance was used to test this hypothesis.
TABLE 11
MEAN SCORES AND MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS OF THE LARGE MANUFACTURING 
ORGANIZATIONS COMPARED WITH THE UNITED STATES NORMS
Thailand United States
ML DC
Average
Mean
Management
System ML OC
Average
Mean
Management
System
Department Manager 3.52 3.36 3.44 3 3.69 3.55 3.62 3
Supervisor 3.42 3.18 3.30 3 3.44 3.20 3.32 3
Worker
(36.51% Blue collar worker)
3.31 3.07 3.19 3 3.47 3.22 3.35 3
Overall 3.42 3.20 3.31 3 3.53 3.32 3.43 3
o\VO
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The total respondents of 240, 48 respondents at each level in the first 
four departments of each organization were used in this analysis. The 
results of the analysis were presented in Tables 12, 13 and 14. Table
12 presents the means of management system indices at each level. Table
13 presents the matrix means of managerial leadership and organizational 
climate by level and department. Table 14 shows the findings of analysis 
of variance of management system indices of the three different levels. 
Only two indices. Support and Organizational Climate, are significant
at the 0.038 and 0.008 levels. This means that the managerial leadership 
and organizational climate approximate System 4 at the higher organiza­
tional levels. The remaining variable indices of the management system 
dimensions are not significant. Therefore, Hypothesis II was rejected. 
The management systems were not significantly different at different 
level of the organizations.
Managerial Style Among Different Departments 
Hypothesis III, stated that there was no difference in the 
managerial style among different departments in the 10 organizations.
It was implied that the management system and management styles are the 
same for every department in the organization, and that the mean scores 
of management system indices fall into the same range of the continual 
system. Hypothesis III was restated as;
H3 MSI = MS2 = MS3 = MS4
Ho MSI f MS2 f MS3 ^ MS4
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TABLE 12
MEANS OF MANAGEMENT SYSTEM INDICES FOR EACH 
LEVEL OF THE ORGANIZATIONS
Level
Management System Dimension
3 2 1
Managerial leadership : 3.41 3.39 3.24
Support 3.78 3.62 3.42
Goal emphasis 3.53 3.59 3.49
Help with work 3.04 3.31 3.16
Team building 3.41 3.24 3.08
Involvement 3.27 3.17 3.03
Organizational Climate 3.34 3.22 3.02
TABLE 13
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM MEANS BY
LEVEL AND DEPARTMENT
Managerial Leadership of Each Department
Level Department 1 Department 2 Department 3 Department 4
1 3.10 3.28 3.13 3.38
2 3.66 3.40 3.26 3.30
3 3.38 3.56 3.25 3.42
Organizational Climate of Each Department
1 3.06 3.05 2.81 3.15
2 3.51 3.12 3.15 3.19
3 3.50 3.37 3.19 3.34
72
TABLE 14
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM INDICES FOR 
THE THREE LEVELS
Management System 
Dimensions
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F DF Probability
Managerial leadership 0.80 0.40 1.16 2 0.318
Support 3.04 1.52 3.36 2 0.038*
Goal emphasis 0.24 0.12 0.25 2 0.780
Help with work 1.67 0.84 1.81 2 0.167
Team building 2.52 1.26 2.01 2 0.139
Involvement 1.44 0.72 1.42 2 0.245
Organizational climate 2.50 1.25 5.00 2 0.008**
* Significance at p = 0.038 
** Significance at p = 0.008
The analysis of variance, using the means of management system 
dimension of the first four departments of the organizations were used 
to test Hypothesis III. The four departments of each organization were; 
personnel, marketing, accounting and finance, and production. The 
sample size used in this analysis was 240 respondents (n=240) for 48 
departments of the 10 manufacturing companies.
In Table 15 the means of the management system indices of the 
respondents according to each department were presented. The findings 
of the analysis of variance of these indices were included in Table 16. 
The results of the analyses were not significantly different. Therefore, 
the Hypothesis III (H3), is accepted, but the null hypothesis (Hq) was 
rejected.
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TABLE 15
MEANS OF MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
INDICES BY DEPARTMENT
Department
Management System Dimension 1 2 3 4
Managerial leadership: 3.38 3.41 3.21 3.36
Support 3.58 3.69 3.57 3.58
Goal emphasis 3.52 3.66 3.39 3.56
Help with work 3.16 3.24 3.02 3.25
Team building 3.35 3.29 3.11 3.23
Involvement 3.28 3.19 2.97 3.21
Organizational climate 3.36 3.18 3.05 3.23
TABLE 16
MEASUREÎŒNTS FOR MANAGEMENT SYSTEM INDICES
FOR THE FOUR TYPES OF DEPARTMENTS
Management System Sum of Mean
Dimension Squares Square F DF Probability
Managerial leadership: 0.86 0.28 0.82 3 0.483
Support 0.38 0.13 0.28 3 0.838
Goal emphasis 1.42 0.47 0.96 3 0.414
Help with work 1.28 0.42 0.92 3 0.432
Team building 1.02 0.34 0.54 3 0.654
Involvement 1.76 0.59 1.16 3 0.328
Organizational Climate 1.48 0.50 1.98 3 0.121
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Actual and Ideal Style of Managerial Leadership 
Hypothesis IV stated that there was a desire for more participation 
in management of the organization as perceived by members at all three 
levels of the 10 organizations. According to this hypothesis, the ideal 
style for all members of the organization should be more participative 
than exists in the present conditions. Hypothesis IV was restated as;
A. There is a desire for more participation in management 
at the worker level.
H4A Na-Mi <0
H q Mg-Mi >0
B. There is a desire for more participation in management 
at the supervisor level.
H4b Ma-Mi<0
H q Ma-Mi>0
C. There is a desire for more participation in management 
at the department manager level.
H4C Ma-Mi<0
Hq Ma~Mj^>0
The T-test was used to test for differences between the means of 
the paired observations and the results were organized and placed in 
Table 17. The T-values indicated that there was a significant difference 
between each pair of observations, the actual and ideal style, at the 
.001 level. It is also shown that between each pair of ideal and actual 
style, the mean of ideal style is greater than the actual style. The 
respondents desired more participative management at each organizational 
level; worker, supervisor, and department manager. These findings mean 
that the null hypotheses (Hq ) at all three levels were rejected, but that 
hypotheses H4A, H4B, and H4Q were accepted.
TABLE 17
T-TEST FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF ACTUAL 
AND IDEAL STYLES OF MANAGERIAL LEADERSHIP
Managerial
Leadership Level
Number of 
Cases Mean
Standard
Deviation
Difference
Mean Correlation
F
Value
Actual Style 
Ideal Style
3 63
3.56
4.15
0.67
0.44
-0.59 0.54* -8.09*
Actual Style 
Ideal Style
2 63
3.48
4.11
0.58
0.44
-0.63 0.44* -9.02*
Actual Style 
Ideal Style
1 189
3.36
4.12
0.44
0.35
-0.76 0.58* -16.33*
Actual Style 
Ideal Style
All 315
3.47
4.13
0.58
0.41
-0.66 0.51* -17.73*
'-jUl
* Significance at p<0.001.
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Relationship Between Management Systems and 
Organizational Effectiveness
Hypothesis V stated that there was the positive relation between
the management system and the effectiveness of the organization, as
perceived by members of the 10 organizations. Hypothesis V was restated
as:
A. Positive correlation between satisfaction and management 
style as perceived by level one, two, and three people;
^5A ^sm^^
«0 rgm=0
B. Positive correlation between adaptability and management 
style as perceived by members at all three levels; and
®5B fsm^O
Ho rgm=0
C. Positive correlation between productivity and management 
style as perceived by members at all three levels.
HSC fsm>0
Hq fsm"0"
The management style of management systems was measured by 
management systems dimension indices, managerial leadership and organ­
ization climate. The effectiveness of the organization was measured by 
effectiveness dimension indices, adaptability, productivity, and satis­
faction. The Pearson correlation coefficients for these two sets of 
variables were used to test Hypothesis V. The correlations for all indices 
are shown in Table 18. All of the correlation coefficients were positive 
and were significant at the 0.01 (P<0.01), except the correlation 
coefficient for organizational climate and productivity at level three 
(department manager). This correlation was significant at probability 
of 0.021, which is less than 0.05 level of significance. The findings
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TABLE 18
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR MEASUREMENT
SYSTEMS AND EFFECTIVENESS DIMENSIONS
Effectiveness Dimensions
Management System 
Dimension Adaptability Productivity Satisfaction
Level 3 (n=63)
Managerial leadership 0.51*** 0.38** 0.51***
Organizational climate 0.35** 0.26* 0.56***
Level 2 (n=63)
Managerial leadership 0.51*** 0.37** 0.51***
Organizational climate 0.56*** 0.32** 0.68***
Level 1 (n=189)
Managerial leadership 0.37** 0.53** 0.56***
Organizational climate 0.51*** 0.53*** 0.79***
* Significance at less 
** Significance at less 
*** Significance at less
than 0.05 
than 0.01 
than 0.001
(P<0.05)
(P<0.01)
(P<0.001)
mean that H5B» Hgc should be accepted. The null hypothesis (Hq )
must be rejected at all three levels. Therefore, there is a positive 
relationship between the management systems and organizational effec­
tiveness, as perceived by the respondents of 10 organizations.
Relationship of Department Manager’s Education 
and Organizational Effectiveness
Hypothesis VI stated that the relationship between the amount
of education of the department managers and the effectiveness of the
organization as perceived by respondents at all three levels of the 10
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organizations was positive. The hypothesis was restated as:
^ee^®
Hg ree”0
The variable indices used to measure the effectiveness were 
Adaptability, Productivity, and Satisfaction at all three levels. Table 
19 contains the Pearson correlation coefficients for the education 
variable and the effectiveness indices at each level. There was no 
relationship between the education of the department manager and adap­
tability at the department managers level (level 3). There was no 
relationship between the amount of education for the manager and produc­
tivity at his own level. There were high positive correlations at the 
supervisor level and low positive correlations at the worker level.
The relationships of the manager's education and satisfaction showed a 
low positive correlation at the manager level, a low negative correlation 
at the supervisor level, and a high positive correlation at the worker 
level. All relationships were positive correlations excpet satisfaction 
at the supervisor level, which was a low negative correlation (-0.05), 
at 0.349 level of significance. Productivity at the supervisor level 
and satisfaction at the worker level showed positive correlation coeffi­
cients which were significant at probability of 0.002 and 0.027 respectively.
The Null Hypothesis was accepted. Hypothesis VI (Hg) was rejected 
even though there were positive relationships among them. These findings 
shows education of the department manager is not a good predictor for 
organizational effectiveness.
Since there were found to be positive relationships, Multiple Regres­
sion Analysis was run on the data to determine the relationships of management
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TABLE 19
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR DEPARTMENT
MANAGER EDUCATION AND EFFECTIVENESS DIMENSIONS
Level 3 Level 2 Level 1
Adaptability - Education 0.00 0.16 0.04
Productivity - Education 0.00 0.35** 0.01
Satisfaction - Education 0.02 -0.05 0.24*
* P=0.027 
** P=0.002
systems and the education of managers with the effectiveness of the 
organization. The finding from the multiple regression analysis was 
included in Table 20. Adaptability of the T'lrker (level 1) was best 
predicted by a combination of the leadership of his supervisor (ML2), 
his department manager (ML3), the organizational climate of his level 
(OCl), and of his supervisor level (0C2). Adaptability of the supervisor 
(level 2) was best predicted by the combination of ML2, OCl, 0C2, and 
education. The best predictor of adaptability of the department manager 
was Managerial leadership (ML3). Production for level 1 was best pre­
dicted by the combination of ?ÎL1 and OCl. The productivity of level 2 
was best predicted by ML2, 0C2, 0C3, and education. The productivity of 
level 3 was best predicted by the combination of MLl and ML3. The 
satisfaction of level 1 was best predicted by the combination of OCl,
0C3, and education. The satisfaction of level 2 was best predicted by 
MLl and 0C2. The satisfaction of level 3 was best predicted by the 
combination of ML3, OCl, 0C3, and education. The degrees of freedom
TABLE 20
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM AND DEPARTMENT MANAGER'S 
EDUCATION FOR PREDICTING EFFECTIVENESS
BETA of Effectiveness Indices (by Level)
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3
Predictors
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Level 1
Managerial leadership 0.31** 0.19* -0.10
Organizational climate 0.50** 0.33** 0.77** 0.14** 0.16
Level 2
Managerial leadership -0.15 0.21 0.26*
Organizational climate 0.12 0.40** 0.17 0.68**
Level 3
Managerial leadership 0.14 0.51** 0.39** 0.22
Organizational climate -0.12 -0.11 0.43**
Department manager's education 0.13 0.14 0.36** -0.10
Multiple regression (R) 0.55 0.59 0.81 0.63 0.53 0.71 0.51 0.39 0.62
Regression Square (R^) 0.30 0.34 0.65 0.40 0.28 0.50 0.26 0.15 0.38
F value (F) 6.13** 15.61** 36.31** 9.54** 5.68** 30.49** 21.08** 5.37** 9.07**
00
o
* Significance at P<0.05 level ** Significance at P<0.01 level
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and the F values for the BETA of these criteria at each level are shown 
with the statistical significance levels in Table C-6, C-7, and C-8 in 
Appendix C.
The question "Was there a difference in managerial style and 
organizational effectiveness among managers of different educational 
levels?", was asked in the statement of problem for which a hypothesis 
was not developed. The question was answered with the data which were 
collected. The findings were; there was a lack of relationship 
between managerial style and educational levels of managers; and there 
was a lack of relationship between organizational effectiveness and 
educational levels of managers.
Table 21 presents the relationships of education with managerial 
style and education with the effectiveness of the organizations at the 
department manager and supervisor levels. The Pearson correlation 
coefficients were not statistical significance. The results were that 
there were no relationships among these variables. Therefore, there 
are no difference in managerial style and organizational effectiveness 
among managers of different educational levels; and the managerial 
style and effectiveness criteria are not related to the education 
variables.
Conclusion
The managerial style employed by manager of the large manufac­
turing organizations in Bangkok was between System 2, the Benevolent 
authoritative, and System 3, the Consultative style. The findings 
include the manager at three levels of the organization, the top manager, 
department manager, and supervisor. The managerial style of top manager.
TABLE 21
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR EDUCATION WITH
MANAGERIAL STYLE AND THE EFFECTIVENESS
Department Manager Supervisor
Education-Managerial leadership 0.02 -0.12
(P=0.443) (P=0.177)
Education-Organizational climate 0.00 0.07
(P=0.490) (P=0.305)
Educatlon-Adaptablllty 0.00 -0.13
(P=0.498) (P=0.161)
Educatlon-Productlvlty 0.00 0.06
(P=0.499) (P=0.317)
Education-Satisfaction 0.02 -0.18
(P=0.453) (P=0.084)
actually is one of the directors or presidents of the company, was 
perceived by department manager. The managerial style of department 
manager was perceived his subordinate as a supervisor. The supervisory 
style of a supervisor was expressed by the perception of the workers, 
as his subordinates.
The findings from testing Hypotheses II and III show that there 
were no significant differences In managerial leadership style among 
the top 3 personnel levels (top manager, department manager, and super­
visor) nor among different types of departments In the organizations. 
However, the finding of testing Hypothesis IV shows that there Is a 
significant difference In managerial style between the actual style and 
the Ideal style as perceived by the department managers, supervisors, 
and workers. The Ideal style was close to System 4 which means that 
these people want to work In the more participative system.
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In testing the Hypothesis V, it was found that the managerial 
leadership style and the organizational effectiveness are correlated 
in the positive relationship. This finding implied that the closer 
the managerial styles or management systems were to System 4, the more 
effective the organization is.
The relationship of the education of department manager and the 
effectiveness at all three levels, as perceived by the personnel at 
each level, was not correlated. The amount of education of the manager 
did have an effect on the productivity of the supervisors at level 2, 
and the satisfaction of the workers at level 1.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Restatement of Problem 
This research study investigated the managerial style and the 
organizational effectiveness of large manufacturing organizations in 
Bangkok. The primary purpose was to determine the managerial style 
compared with the effectiveness of the organization. The researcher 
had established nine questions to be answered from this research which 
were stated as:
1. What were the managerial styles employed by those who 
were in charge of managers in the large manufacturing 
organizations in Bangkok?
2. Was there a predominate or common style of managerial 
leadership among them? What was it?
3. How were these styles and management system related 
to the organizational effectiveness?
4. What was the most effective managerial style for 
these organizations?
5. Was there an existence of participative managerial 
style? How was it related to the effectiveness of 
the organization?
6. Was there the existence of more participative managerial 
style at the higher organizational levels?
7. Was there a desire for more participation in management 
and work concerned decisions in general?
8. Was there a difference in managerial style and organ­
izational effectiveness among managers of different
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educational levels; and how were the managerial style 
and effectiveness criteria related to the educational 
variable?
9. Were there differences in managerial styles among the 
different departments in the organizations?
The data for this study was obtained by administering question­
naires to employees of the organizations. The two forms of questionnaires 
used in the study contained questions from the Survey of Organizations 
(University of Michigan) and Mott's effectiveness survey questionnaire.
The two questionnaires were translated into the Thai language.
The sample of 10 large manufacturing organizations were randomly 
selected from the total population of 53 manufacturing organizations 
which employed 1,000 or more employees and were established in Bangkok.
The data were collected in April and May, 1980. The data were collected 
at four personnel levels : top manager, department manager, supervisor,
and worker. Each top manager evaluated the effectiveness of each 
department under his authority. Each department manager described 
management systems at his level, the managerial style of the top manager, 
and the effectiveness of his department. Each supervisor identified 
the management system at his level, the managerial style of the depart­
ment manager, and the effectiveness of his division. Each worker was 
asked to describe the management system at his level, the supervisory 
style of his supervisor, and the effectiveness of his work group. After 
the data were collected, the statistical procedures were used to analyze 
the data. The findings from these analysis were used to answer the 
research questions and test the hypotheses in this study.
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Findings
Managerial Style
The managerial styles of the three hierarchical levels were 
analyzed in this research project. They were the managerial styles of 
the top manager, the department manager, and the supervisor. The 
managerial style of the top manager ranged from the Benevolent Author­
itative (System 2) to the Participative Style (System 4).
The managerial styles of department managers ranged from the 
Benevolent Authoritative (System 2) to the Consultative (System 3).
The mean scores of management system ranged from 2.81 to 3.81.
The supervisory styles of the supervisors in the 10 organizations 
ranged from the Benevolent Authoritative (System 2) to the Consultative 
Style (System 3). The mean scores of management systems ranged from 
2.74 to 3.48. The finding indicated that the predominant management 
system of the large manufacturing organization in Bangkok was System 3, 
the Consultative Style.
Managerial Style at Different Levels
Even though the mean of management systems tended to be higher 
at the higher level of management; the finding indicated that there was 
no difference among managerial styles of the top manager, the department 
manager, and the supervisor. The Consultative Style was found to be 
predominant at all three levels.
Managerial Style Among Different Departments
There was no difference in managerial styles among departments 
of the 10 organizations. This finding does not support the finding
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from the Lawrence and Lorsch research. They found differences among 
the different departments in organizations.
Actual and Ideal Style of Managerial leadership
The respondents in the 10 organizations perceived the actual 
management system as System 3, and the actual style of managerial 
leadership as the Consultative Style. However, they all desired a more 
participative management system. Therefore, the ideal style of mana­
gerial leadership at all three levels was System 4 (the Participative 
Management Style).
The department managers perceived the actual management system 
mean as 3.56 (System 3), and they desired to have the ideal management 
system mean as 4.15 (System 4). The supervisors perceived the actual 
management system mean as 3,48 (System 3), and the ideal management 
system mean as 4.11 (System 4). The workers perceived the actual 
management system mean as 3.36 (System 3), and the ideal management 
system mean as 4.14 (System 4).
Relationship Between Management System and Organizational Effectiveness 
The relationship between management system and organizational 
effectiveness was clearly tested in the Hypothesis V. The management 
system dimensions, managerial leadership and organizational climate, 
as perceived by each personnel level of the organization, was positively 
correlated with the effectiveness criteria; adaptability, productivity, 
and satisfaction. There were positive relationships at all three levels 
between the management system and the organizational effectiveness 
identified as: adaptability-flexibility, production, and satisfaction.
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Relationship of Department Manager’s Education and Organizational 
Effectiveness
Hypothesis VI tested the relationship between the department 
manager's education and the organizational effectiveness at all three 
levels. The data revealed that the department manager's education had 
no relationship with his/her managerial style. The data showed that the 
combination of managerial styles and the department manager's education 
could provide a better predictor in the organizational effectiveness than 
education alone. At each level, different combinations of indices 
should be used to predict the effectiveness.
Recommendation for Further Research
Further research could be conducted to compare different types 
of organizations including multinational organizations. The central 
production thrust may affect the results of similar research. Organ­
izations should be studied to discover whether there are any differences 
in the findings among various sizes of organizations. Future research 
should be conducted to compare organizations which operate with more or 
less advanced technology. Such research would reveal the effect of 
technology on the manr^ement systems and the relationship of management 
systems with effectiveness.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Books
Argyris, Chris. Integrating the Individual and the Organization. New 
York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964.
Bennett, Spencer, and Bowers, David. An Introduction to Multivariate 
Techniques for Social and Behavioral Sciences. London: Mac­
millan, 1976.
Bennis, Warren G. Changing Organizations. New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1966.
Blake, Robert R., and Moutan, Jane S. Building a Dynamic Corporation 
Through Grid Organizations. Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-
Wesley Publishing Co., 1969.
Bowers, David G. Systems of Organizations,: Management of the Human
Resources. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1976.
Bowers, D.G., and Seashore, S.E. "Predicting Organizational Effectiveness 
with a Four-Factor Theory of Leadership," in W.E. Scott and L.L. 
Cummings (eds.). Readings in Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance. Homewood, 111.: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1973.
Campbell, J., et al. Managerial Behavior, Performance, and Effectiveness. 
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970.
Carroll, Stephen J., and Tosi, Henry L. Organizational Behavior. Chicago, 
Illinois: St. Clair Press, 1977.
Cullman, W. Arthur, and Knudson, Harry R. Management Problems in Inter­
national Environments. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, 1972.
Fayerweather, John. International Business Management. New York: 
McGraw-Hill 1969.
Gibson, James L. ; Ivancevich, John M. ; and Donnelly, James H., Jr.
Organizations: Behavior, Structure, Processes. Dallas, Texas:
Business Publications, Inc., 1976.
Gians, T.B., et al. Management Systems. New York: Reinhart & Winston,
Inc., 1968.
89
90
Granlck, David. Managerial Comparisons of Four Developed Countries. 
Cambridge, Massachusetts: M.I.T. Press, 1972.
Haire, M. ; Ghiselli, E.E.; and Porter, L.W. Managerial Thinking: An
International Study. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966.
Harbison, Frederick H., and Myers Charles A. Management in the Industrial 
World: An International Analysis. New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1959.
Hays, William L. Statistics for Psychologists. New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, 1963.
Hersey, Paul, and Blanchard, Kenneth H. Management of Organizational
Behavior: Utilizing Human Resources. 3rd ed. Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1977.
Jumnoung, Vuthichai. Management Development: A Quasi-Experimental
Research of a Workshop. Bangkok: The National Institute of
Development Administration, 1979.
Kerlinger, Fred N. Foundation of Behavioral Research. 2nd ed. New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1973.
Likert, Rensis. New Patterns of Management. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961.
Likert, Rensis. The Human Organization. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967.
Likert, Rensis, and Likert, Jane G. New Ways of Managing Conflict. New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976.
Massie, Joseph L., and Luytjes, Jan (eds.) Management in an International 
Context. New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1972.
McGregor, Douglas, The Human Side of Enterprise. New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 1960.
Miles, Raymond E. Theories of Management: Implications for Organizational 
Behavior and Development. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,
1975.
Mott, P.E. The Characteristics of Effective Organizations. New York: 
Harper and Row, 1972.
Negandhi, Anant R. Management and Economic Development: The Case of
Taiwan. Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague, 1973.
Negandhi, Anant R. (ed.) Modern Organizational Theory. Kent, Ohio:
The Kent State Press, 1973.
Negandhi, Anant R., and Prasad, Benjamin S. Comparative Management.■
New York: Meredith Corporation, 1971.
91
Nie, N.H., et al. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, 2nd ed.
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975.
Fhipatanakul, Phaisith. "Industrial Democracy in Thailand." in Indus­
trial Democracy in Asia, pp. 359-370. Edited by Arnold Wehmhoerner. 
Bangkok: Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftimg, 1980.
Prasad, Benjamin S., and Shetty, Krishna Y. An Introduction to Multi­
national Management. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, 1976.
Price, James L. Organizational Effectiveness: An Inventory of Propositions.
Homewood, Illinois: Irwin, 1968.
Reddin, W.J. Managerial Effectiveness. New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1970.
Richman, B.M., and Copen, M. International Management and Economic 
Development. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1972.
Robbins, Stephen P. The Administrative Process: Integrating Theory and
Practice. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1976.
Schregle, Johannes. "Industrial Democracy in Asia: Problems and Prospects."
in Industrial Democracy in Asia, pp. 21-33. Edited by Arnold 
Wehmhoerner. Bangkok: Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 1980.
Scott, W.E., and Cummings, L.L. eds. Reading in Organizational Behavior 
and Human Performance. Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc. and the
Dorsey Press, 1969.
Steers, Richard M. Organizational Effectiveness: A Behavioral View.
California: Goodyear Publishing Company, Inc., 1977.
Taylor, James C., and Bowers, David G. Survey of Organizations. Ann 
Arbor, Michigan: Institute for Social Research, 1972.
Wren, Daniel A. The Evolution of Management Thought. New York: The
Ronald Press Company, 1972.
Journals and Magazines
Allen, G.R. "Liberty, Equality, and Anxiety at Worker-Run IGP (Interna­
tional Group Plans)." Business and Society Review 24 (Winter 
1977-78): 43-6.
Barrow, J.C. "Variables of Leadership: A Review and Conceptual Framework."
Academy of Management Review 2 (April 1977): 231-51.
92
Bass, Bernard M., and Shackleton, V.J. "Industrial Democracy and
Participative Management: A Cose for a Synthesis." Academy
of Management Review 4 (July 1979): 393-404.
Cole, Robert E. "Work, Mobility, and Participation: A Comparative
Study of American and Japanese Industry." Administrative Science 
Quarterly 25 (March 1980): 159-163.
Connolly, T., and others. "Organizational Effectiveness: A Multiple-
Constituency Approach." Academy of Management Review 5 (April 
1980): 211-17.
Cubbin, J., and Hall, G. "Use of Real Cost as an Efficiency Measure:
An Application to Merging Firms." Journal of Industrial Economics 
28 (Spring 1979): 73-88.
Cunningham, Barton. "The Management System: Its Functions and Processes."
Management Science 25 (July 1979): 657-70.
Cunningham, J.B. "Approaches to the Evaluations of Organizational 
Effectiveness." Academy of Management Review 2 (July 1977):
463-74.
Deyo, F.C. "Local Foremen in Multinational Enterprises: A Comparative
Case Study of Supervisory Role-Tensions in Western and Chinese 
Factories of Singapore." Journal of Management Studies 15 
(October 1978): 308-17.
Dickson, J.W. "Participation Gaps." Management Today (July 1978): 46-9.
Diebold, J. "Japanese Example." Industrial Management (October 1976):
8-9.
Fox, W.M. "Limits to the Use of Consultative Participation Management." 
California Management Review 20 (Winter 1977): 17-22.
Glen, Thaddeus, and James, Charles F., Jr. "Difficulties in Implementing 
Management Science Techniques in a Third World Setting."
Interfaces 10 (February 1980): 39-44.
Harvey, D. "Japanese way to Industrial Harmony." Director 30 (January 
1978): 42-44.
Hersey, P., and Blanchard, K.H. "Life Cycle Theory of Leadership." Training 
and Development Journal 33 (June 1979): 94-100.
Hitt, Michael A., and Middlemist, R. Dennis. "A Methodology to Develop 
the Criteria and Criteria Weightings for Assessing Subunit 
Effectiveness in Organizations." Academy of Management Journal 
22 (June, 1979): 356-74.
93
Ibuka, M. "By Merging American Techniques with Japanese Cultural
Philosophies Better Management Can Develop." Administrative 
Management 41 (May 1980): 86.
"It's a Matter of Style." Dun's Review 110 (December 1977): 64-6.
Jago, A.G., and Vroom, V.H. "Hierarchical Level and Leadership Style." 
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance 18 (Fall 1977):
131-45.
Johns, G. "Task Moderators of the Relationship Between Leadership Style 
and Subordinate Responses." Academy of Management Journal 21 
(June 1978): 319-325.
Kirchhoff, B.A. "Organization Effective Measurement and Policy Research." 
Academy of Management Review 2 (July 1977): 347-355.
Lester, T. "Hong Kong's Management Menu." Management Today (July 1978): 
80-82.
Likert, Rensis. "Human Resources Accounting: Building and Assessing
Productive Organizations." Personnel (May-June 1973): 8-24.
Likert, R. "Improvement Cycle for Human Resource Development." Training
and Development Journal 32 (July 1978): 16-18.
Likert, R. "Management Styles and the Human Component." Management Review
66 (October 1977): 23-28, 43-45.
Limerick, D.C. "Authority Relations in Different Organizational Systems." 
Academy of Management Review 1 (October 1976): 56-68.
"Management Style: Is Yours Out of Date?" Savings and Loan News 100
(May 1979): 74-78.
Melcher, A.J. "Participation: A Critical Review of Research Findings."
Human Resource Management 15 (Summer 1976): 12-21.
Miller, J. "Humanistic Management Involves People, Productivity." Food 
Service Marketing 41 (March 1979): 16.
Morse, J.J., and Wagner, F.R. "Measuring the Process of Managerial
Effectiveness." Academy of Management Journal 21 (March 1978): 
23-25.
Negandhi, A.R., and Robey, D- "Understanding Organizational Behavior in 
Multinational and Multicultural Settings." Human Resource 
Management 16 (Spring 1977): 16-23
Pennings, J.M. "Dimensions of Organizational Influence and Their Effec­
tiveness Correlates." Administrative Science Quarterly 21 
(December 1976): 688-99.
94
Raisbeck, G. "How the Choice of Measures of Effectiveness Constrains 
Operational Analysis." Interfaces 9 (August 1979); 85-93.
Reddin, W.J. "Effective International Training." Training and Development 
Journal 32 (April 1978): 12-16.
Salmans, S. "How Mazola Was Rotated." Management Today, (February 1980): 
62-65.
Sashkin, M. "Changing Toward Participative Management Approaches : A Model 
and Methods." Academy Management Review 1 (July 1976): 75-86.
Schleh, E.G. "Matter of Management Style." Management Review 66 
(August 1977): 8-13.
Schriesheim, C.A. "The Similarity of Individual Directed and Group
Directed Leader Behavior Descriptions." Academy of Management 
Journal 22 (June 1979): 345-55.
Schuler, R.S. "Participation with Supervisors and Subordinate Author­
itarianism: A Path-Goal Theory Reconciliation." Administrative
Science Quarterly 21 (June 1976): 320-25.
Shakman, R.J., and Roberts, R.C. "Evaluation of Management Effectiveness." 
University of Michigan Business Review 29 (January 1977): 24-7.
Tanaka, H. "The Japanese Method of Preparing Today’s Graduate to Become
Tomorrow's Manager." Personnel Journal 59 (February 1980): 109-112.
Tavernier, G. "Applying Japanese Techniques in the West." Management 
Review 65 (Spring 1976): 44-6.
Vecchio, R.P. "Empirical Examination of the Validity of Fiedler’s Model 
of Leadership Effectiveness." Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance 19 (June 1977): 180-206.
Zimmerman, D.K. "Participative Management : A Reexamination of the
Classics." Academy of Management Review 3 (October 1978): 896-
901.
Dissertations
Al-Jafary, Abdulrahman A. "Management Systems and Organizational
Effectiveness in Selected Multinational Organizations in the 
Arabian Gulf Region." Ph.D. dissertation. University of Oklahoma, 
1979.
Curtis, Keith W. "The Management System and Its Impact on the Organ­
ization." Ph.D. dissertation. University of Oklahoma, 1973.
95
Davis, Bervil Delone. "Management System Impact on Organizational
Climate and Performance." Ph.D. dissertation. University of 
Oklahoma, 1976.
Schaupp, Dietrich Ludwig. "A Cross-Cultural Study of A Multinational
Company: Attitudes of Satisfactions, Needs and Values Affecting
Participative Management." Ph.D. dissertation. University of 
Kentucky, 1973.
Other
Wiggins, Thomas. "Emergent Shifts in Administrative Training Models
in the Americas." Paper presented to the Plenary Session of the 
1st Interamerica Congress on Educational Administration, Brasilia, 
Brasil, December 9-19, 1979.
APPENDIX A
97
Letter Asked for Permission to Use the Questionnaire
P.O. Box 2161 
Norman, Oklahoma 73070 
October 1, 1979
Center for Research on Utilization of 
Scientific Knowledge 
Institute for Social Research 
University of Michigan Organizational 
Development Research Program
Dear Sir:
I am a graduate student at The University of Oklahoma, and I am 
writing my dissertation on a study of managerial leadership style and 
organization effectiveness of large manufacturing organizations in 
Bangkok, Thailand.
Dr. Larry K. Michaelsen, one of my doctoral committee members gave 
me the advice to use the SURVEY OF ORGANIZATIONS (Copyright 1974, the 
University of Michigan). Therefore, I would like to ask for permission 
to use parts of the questionnaire, and I have to translate them into my 
language, Thai.
I am greatly appreciated your attention to my request.
Yours sincerely,
(Mrs. Pattarawalai Wongruangtfisam)
ISR
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Letter granting permission to use questionnaire
»
CENTER FOR RESEARCH ON UTILIZATION OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE /  INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH /  THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
ANN ARBOR. MICHIGAN 48106
October 9, 1979
Mrs. Pattarawalai Wongruangwisarn
P. 0. Box 2161
Norman, Oklahoma 73070
Dear Mrs. Wongruangwisarn,
This letter is in response to your letter of October 1, 1979 in which 
you asked for permission to translate parts of the Survey of Organizations 
questionnaire into Thai. The Organizational Development Research Program 
agrees to let you translate all or part of the questionnaire into Thai. We 
ask that you send us a copy of the translated questionnaire as well as any 
reports which may be generated from the study.
Good luck on your project.
Sincerely,
" V Mj J /
Mrs. Pattarawalai Wongruangwisarn
P. 0. Box 2161
Norman, Oklahoma 73070
Dear Mrs. Wongruangwisarn,
This letter is in response to your letter of October 1, 1979 in which 
you asked for permission to translate parts of the Survey of Organizations 
questionnaire into Thai. The Organizational Development Research Program 
agrees to let you translate all or part of the questionnaire into Thai. We 
ask that you send us a copy of the translated questionnaire as well as any 
reports which may be generated from the study.
Good luck on your project.
Sincerely,
Hnda Mehlman
Organizational Development 
Research Program 
Room 5064 ISR 
(313) 764-6108
enc: SOO questionnaire
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Letter requesting assistance in gathering data
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KINGDOM OF THAILAND )
City of Bangkok ) qq.
Embassy of the United States )
of America )
I................................................................................... Consul of
United States of America, at Bangkok, Thailand, duly commissioned 
qualified, do hereby certify that on this.*iV.' .^. .  .day of. . ,
before me personally appeared.. .  ..............
|-e personally known and known to me to be the person whose name is 
:ribed to the annexed translation, and. . ,  . . .  duly acknowledged to
lat. . . .   prepared the same.
WITNESS WHEREOF I hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal 
|f tl^Bonsular Section, American Embassy, at Bangkok, Thailand this
~ L . d a y o f ......
D u g f e  Q x Z a f  ic
Consul of the United States
fe personally known and known to me to be the person whose name is
®he:rlbed to the annexed translation, and. , ,  duly acknowledged to
a t.  prepared the same.
WITNESS WHEREOF I hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal
[onsular Section, American Embassy, at Bangkok, Thailand this 
January, 1960.
, . . . aay of.
9 Ï Ô
lugCne Q x Z a l  ic
Consul of the United States 
of America
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vmntjiviw ü'mviu jwwhwauivinn^atin-3' tL Ù w u n  >j 
wauPiitin^ ffialiHÎuw'afd'u 1wü i^üu j'jnaü'iau 
ff'j i a*df11 îhift'hçiauuawnu
9. u^ i5vi!j?i';nu5uVjunnuDLiif5üN3'l^ ‘l u m “5*lü‘3‘S
m'^ vn'a*) i^ ail^ 'U'ü^ '3'any ?
iD. n ? a R n n i
uaEfmug^jîja'awiïnNnu ?
m . ij%'MBRT'wwunu''iu?(qzil?\nJ'3'3amMni^vth'üiulMR%u 
u n n u a t J i V . u s i l ^  ?
t f .  f q n i i u m i y ^ % a ^ % ? @ M ^ n ? m % w a u n ^ i y u n z a u  u i n u a u  
?
tf. ^ayaî^’lw^ uifitJTÎtiJfn'imfiîiBu'lviTaa'Oiiwuntiu w3a 
n s B U  w a  i f i u M t in v i ^ r u n g u ' j ' i u î j a w n u  ?
y . way iviQaytrN3ffiJtrtira'iî)a'3vinuïu‘W>3fmu9ia iMuiiarvia 
uu£un^ jaN3naii'onuîjav3vinuinnuaaiT^ ü'a1‘5 ?
ri. ti^ ffviSuafiff'ungii'antiîia'Jvi'iumnuauiTiù'a'l'? lîiüTffvi 
'^'sÇifigu'3')v»îja'3vinu^ rwa'a5 iÇJa^ s’lwnn'anuluvn'a 
dodandssiSulü^m ?
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2 . u au
3. waaumi?
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. uiniQuRiMw
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
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2. lüfiaüwa'L’si
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4. vol •S)
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t f .  * lvn jn» ja ' iu  v i i u D a T i u v ia \ ^ 1 u n ^ u N % ') U ' ) i U 'a a '3 M i n i% a - c
l-s ? 1 2 3 4 5
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90. luijn^anu vintÆmnuvials'lu'anwa'avinuiTltJva'l^  ? 1 2 3 4 5
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iD«i. tl^ aOu iDuaai'ali ?
no. vinuatJTrAviQuiyu'l'S ?
yÜvjftuünm'i^ia'avinuSfmu imw^ad^zfuÜktbM n^a^M nu 
u n n ü aa  if^U'j'1‘5 ?
ng. tis^ 'O u iv lu a tji'a ls  ?
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<riD. % a m ^ i u i y u u M : % a R m p n ^ ^ ^ n n n u n 9 n % u n n u ^ n u % B ^  
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(Tn, iht'ÿuffijnqyway'lw'Cr'jfriJÛ'm'i MBuuntlfyvnÇlTia'Ounl^ j 
unvRn'inffuiwavn^ ayÇl'lu'Ôcyvnüu ?
ainfumnoiyg^^an^B nau^iu viutuAnj ymmad%ulmumi^ 
fftjyONjffuïrtiranfiu iGuiffu
ypina‘l'UTi5u>3nu'aaw'tiiBfmmÇiuftuia'Ji..at'ôntjwam“3 i%i 
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2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
(ftf. Os'^ ÜuiCluatj'iNil'ï ?
(fi. viiuaüTfVlm^iyu'1‘5 ?
idaMiugmqunuynmalunqu^iu^a^Miw i^'i*lvifn'ii)tiu*lsi 
*ltia'Tl!)?iî)awTu unnuauiRu^li ?
<To. g^ g^uiituaa'i^ a'li ?
<frt. vinuajoiÛttJiSy isiu*l-5 ?
i^ Fina'lun^ ij'a'iuîjaw'iuCfmu iwü‘lîi‘lum‘5^ vii1'3thivnîja'3 
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éd. ?
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<00. Ç^ Ç^uivluatj'i'a'l^  ?
'09. vinuaann'lviLtluL%uli ?
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wunîlinnuaüiÇltj'j’l^  ?
>oto. t i s ^ Û u i Q u a t j n ' o l ' s  ?
<on. v in u a o n n ‘l v i i ? j u i % u \ ?  ?
Tjfifia'Lunqu'anuTja'aiinuû'jüvinuvnlîSnTîvin'onutiwîu'lfî 
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m ' s u n n u a t j  iW u s i l ' j  i ^ a - i n v i n u ' - g r a u j ' i ^ a ' n s i i i w u  
p^iTn*j ua£nnviu(ri'0'iu'l'jà'j>3viijn'l7Ï ?
'o'b . tN^ÛuiPuaui^^% ?
<301. vinuatnn^mOu ?
•y a p ia lu n a u N iT u ^ ja o v i ' iu  w t o  l a u a ^ a ^ l n  i ^ a u n l î j ü ' j v n  
inaofium^'jnu ?
'oef. fls^Ou iQ u aù n 'jl^  ?
<!>«!. vnuaunn^Mibui%uli ?
Vf>pia‘lun 5 i j 'onu 'ua '3v iT uw nsiaÛ D ayu?5 \3 ffv i i ia£ ffv i i^a‘l'M 
vinNnuffui&un^u mnCaui%u^li ?
rto. th^ÜuiOuaun^li ?
rt<s. vinuatnfAmOu i^ u'1'5 ?
i javm 'l i in ^ i jM 'iu^ iaN jv inu îS m 'î  l u u f '3 
ngjj uinuaaiMu^li ?
rtiD. t h g ü u i S u a u i ^ l i  ?
Clin, vtnuatnt/lm&ui'âu'l'ï ?
y m m a ^ u n g w ^ i w w o ^ M i w B n T i u a n i i ^ a u m i n u i y u u a z  
%a8mMu W T nuaw iüu^li ?
n i i .  g q ^ Ù u iù u a ù n ^ ^ i ?
m f. v in u a in fV lm ^  iyu'1‘5 ?
n i b . n g u 'a ' tv i^ ja 'Jv inu S aT S T nN ji iw u 'S '- . i j f fu i ia sT J 's tm u  
fm u in u rw ü 'iü n u  in n u a u  ?
nini. n ^3 jv3nu^ja '3v inuD fn '5 ffa9u‘l ^ u a ï i m ' l î j t k i ! i n « n 'a * i
unnuauiRu^li ?
n i ü . ■\ î^iaa‘lun^jj'a 'iu 'üa '3in 'u^î'3 '3 '\u‘üa'3 i*tnvnnuaa 
T nfiaas’1‘5 ?
nitfi. S n i i M & u d u % a y a i d u i # u i M q n n i m  i i a t a a ' i u n T s tu a n f f f i J ' ]  
‘Ivivi'înufTumülufi^ii'anvi^ja'avnuinnuau ?
do.  n g w ^ i u % a ^ M n w D m i n u m a y n n i a u n ^ q 1 % % ^ w i n u a u  
dt). n g j j ' a n u ^ i a ' a v i n u a n u T 5 n î i j ' j n u u a n  iv if la '^nn iJn f l’lw  i n n
.'•». ;- !nv;2n- .-ij  i d a & ü ü a z l  j‘ls .‘lu3jflfia*lun^iisi-iu*oa>jvinu
unnuaüiWüMl-î ? 1
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3
2 3
4
4
5
5
V»
. -  / ?
U
Ill
f^ci. Lfl^a'3‘l^uci^îi'aiJ'jrnau^u'lî^vi'mwaN3‘ly*lunT^vi”')>3nvi 
uuiftti'owa SthzüM Sm w  uw:lm ?uniTun% ü?nw nwnn
u a u iM u ^ li  ? 1 2  3 4
c:<i. a^ tj'üa'avi'iuvmaÿ'luyalviu ?
1 . totf ü  Vila tnnn 'n
2 .  Id 's  t3 Î ' 3  d o  ÎI
3 . D9 ÎI ÎI'O ntf S
4 .  n'a t) î\ '3 <£o ÎI
5 .  <£o ÎI fl'3 <^<f ÎI
6 .  ÎI t\v3 (f(t tl
7 .  (Ta 0  Vila ifium 'n
d £ .  v inuC rm ^n^ay*5ï#rijlv iu  ?
1 . lu^uÜ^Ù3wu%nw^maumu
2 .  qu#5uu%nwnmaumu
3 .  & nyiiz#u#3uw #n% nm aud5nu uw’lil-îiu
4 .  suüBüJjîInynwauiJana
5. ftny'i*lti3£#futRtytynw*j uw'lü’aa
6 .  siuBïîîuvRniîynw^
7 . %nyilTiiz%üiJ?[ytui%vi iia lijq y
8 .  ^u3£?îuiJ^wtyn"Ivi
«T'a. ‘lu'ssvi'j'iNj^^vinunnS'aifiylw (^unizM yany ioæ îl) à iu^WNMnuanMuawàiuTMU
1 . n-j'aiviwijvnunB
2 .  jn a iv itia
3 . j in n la
4 .  m a m z ïu a a n
5 .  fnmm:?umn
6 .  m a ç ir  Ifuaan iSa>a iviCa
7 . m a n a n 'j
e i t i . ijflfialuuH um ia'avinuaninBavin’la'S
iT<yi^u'lgi*luaunaw i^a'^r'lavnvn'aO a'aftuliJ'lM  lî^a^uvi^awn'liiiÔwanBtviu- 
fiBï iÇiauuaüîigw ?
1 . ’lù flil'îsav iÎjn w 'liin T ïm an T în i
2 .  Milm^umauG
y ^ " 4 /  3 .  whlmwa^w
%  , ... -ar. ^  . VI I IViR
, . y ,^  5 .  aojjTïnvin'lwaxjnn
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c m .  l i îû I ja iw -iiili) ’3 în 'i 'j ‘lviij*]‘l 'u in ‘5 i^w5iJ>3Tu
*lviii*]l«çnfiuwu iVla‘a jti‘lu m ^iJ2 ‘Cr?l>nu Tjnna‘lvmwun*jasjvinujnun'aivi'i'ln?l
1 • luSiJ'jraviSînvt'lum'iiJ^uffM'lvi'Wu'lw
2 . vin’lfi'lüfiauÇl
3. vi°'i1wwa‘ly
4. Mi1pî%
d</!. i î ia S m ‘5nJtjüuuiJa'a iduiM tm nu^T uU i:qi?uM ?am nui04a^aaim 4o^% %  ^mma 
*lmiMun^aNivnug'itn‘5ogua'jÿiatiua£Tjyijgr^‘lwi^nfiiinn-^ jw
1. â^u u nngua^m auuaz i^^R i^m gnunn
2 . m8u%n^#n
3. i^'iwaVj
4. anin-saiJ^ Tj'la iimlijf'affulaffuTi
5 . â iu u in g iu T iag u a^m au u a :tl9 u # ilm Ü U M
d o . i^fina'l'uiiNun'aa']Mnu9(M'5Biifl^KguB\i9iaijua:iJ?'ufrilMiîi^ifrumniJî{üuuiJg\) 
ivianûu D S m iià iu  wnnu a u iÜ ü ^ ^ i  ?
1. SayuBtimSfi^'Ounn
2 . inaun^'^viîî'j
3. aTu'lviwvin'la
4. u'infn’nfi^ '3v>^ >junn
5 . 6alm inM nnuw 4oud9:aua^m abua:U V u#iT M \% inunii i iJtSuuiivJavj ivian
M m
d<9. itiaiflmn-îfign i5 u ^ u  i*àu n u n n im n ^ ^ ih z R ^ w iw îa u R u  nnviviTifn-sçn i^avi 
v iia  a'înjjaaa'aîia'avjnuînm m au'ltliviântiiiSuwu oaui&uivimliiflNa'iu 
w i^ng% qnungiw nio% m nniM uiM ngniaw iM an#lm iim i5i i ia n tJ u  
w a sh i^^n-5nngu>snuîiu«i y Fma^uuwu n g a^ MTuanwnioSm nni n u a a n u n n im iy a i
€lg|?l l^ ÜVI 11 ?
1 . in n  i% nluSdi:R M Sfnw T,um i4m nnin?A gn i5vi
2 . m n i^ n v in lm ljjn a ü îi
3. ynniTjnvinlmwal^
4 .  m n itnv ih lm ?!
v>/
i7 . 5. %nni%n%mnnilm%unn^wniRgnL&u
5 . V.-
• ■ /!■
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<ito. lî itJMfîijuji 'anuflviTuviT u ti tw av3nu*da 'anv it iu ‘)‘lu u cm ii 'a a '0
v i ' i u f ^ w a ^ n u % a x i y M F m d M n u ^ ? n T u u w u n % a ^ n T u J i S w a ^ i u  
mnCauiRuüli ?
1. wn>j-iu*dja'jw'3n 1‘inuatjunn
2 .  w a N n u f ia u ^ ' i 'O 'u a u
3. iJnunan'3
4 .  m a u % n ^ g ^
5. gMwnn
tfjcn. wnua-jnu iMU'îiO'Jvinu NSmNaMlau^nnidMn%muumnadMiu]Sn^uuNun%a^Miu 
ÛU ?
1 .  wSwwa u a r u ^ m ^  ^ a w - j n  I ' in f lR n jm w w n
2. «jtuflnvilii?! ivinîia-j^
3. «3{UflnwwB*ly
4 .  g am iw %
5 .  q n m n w R u i n
tfitf. ijaPia'luuwun'ua'avinugivifiau^ t'lw^ utjaBa'i'a iwulîi'snn^ Njw'i'o»)?! rjiflay ( i*àu 
i ^ u  ymm a i f i i a N j S a l a ^ a ' j ’l u  l a i )  v i ^ a n J a n  i i u n ? la  v n n i t n ü f i O G ^ iU B ù T ü  
SUizSwSnTM ?
1. luSihz?lviSnnw%unTiMi^Tuiau
2. ^imBuSihzSwSniM
3. EiJ-5sfïviBînwwaaufn'5
4 .  S i J ' ï ï î i v i î m v i g 'o
5 .  B v l ' î s î J v i î m w g ' j i n n
n ^ n n o B u m n o n u  i ^ d  iÇ lu f l i i t jn '^ 'T lu u w u w 'i 'a v n n  ^ u % B ^ m n M a u % n ^ a n ^ d
V'
/f
#;<f. 
tfi'a . 
•irt. 
«id. 
d d . 
< 9 0 0  . 
009 .
« o I d  . 
o o n . 
« o C . .  
ooÆ.
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
G E R T I F ^ T '  TUTT; T l \ . \ . \H L A T ru N
^tuW  ^
/ <?.
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TFL.
mianiTS m i u  iSuwunuasiJTraviîwti ‘luwnvinTî^wnTà
iiuuéi”' i ‘5 T ^ €  a a n i i u T J i n i ^ a ‘lîTffTju\Jua°'i‘5Tî)3fT^?ivt^>j 
‘luu^iffvi'îJBMvi'iu i d a m a ^ n n i i 1 u % 3 ^ n  7 m g t ^ z a ^ a n % a
idauhian^ayaqinuuuaauanuunÜnyn ificnffu "FniuiSuyuiuazUizaMSwa^umiu
i v i n u v n u a i
ida^Mnni%nwn%aya#iRmihz%u%C gal^Mnumaun^oiuumarwaaui^ 
AG^Riminzvi uazmi^lUmi^undgm ivnd^: iSuliila m i 8 ^ i i q d l u T % n n i M m a a u  
l i a  t ' i i j 'f i  a  nw auTiC w a  ç  n  vi^ a  B wuOT a  a  n >3*1 w
luayasnniiuTjaaija'iutl'lw^ r'Ufn'swau iluuîauuai ^%gn?nyi lOuaT-iaSu 
% a y a d l m q n n a 1 8 M B  i ia ru^S v iS 'u* ]  ^ z g n u i w i i i u u w n m ^ u M u  i i a s  iÇ i a T m û l - ï iT n  iClu 
m n i iS u a a n > 3 i i v i ^ ^ ' j  d a T i a ' a u S ' S M i i a z g n i o n i i i n j a a i j m i i ^ z ' l w g n ' s z y l i T ' u â i u l n ' i s i a ' a
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KINGDOM OF THAILAND ) 
Oity of Bangkok )
Embassy of the United States ) 8S:
of America )
I , ................................................................      Consul of
United States of America, at Bangkok, Thailand, duly commissioned
id qualified, do hereby certify that on this.?^f^. .  .day o f . ,.
180
'S before me personally appeared ..............
[::e personally known and known to me to be the person whose name is 
mibed to the annexed translation, and. . .  .^ 4® . . .  duly acknowledged to 
at . . . .  l'î'f.. . . .  prepared the same.
WITNESS WHEREOF I hereunto set my liand and affixed the seal 
onsular Section, American Embassy, at Bangkok, Thailand this 
[‘‘ ‘..d ay  of .1®.®°-....
,f6 . .
EugeneTT Zajac
Consul of the United States 
of America
cribed to the annexed translation, and. . .  , , .  duly acknowledged to
:at. . . .  r..............prepared the same.
WITNESS WHEREOF I hereunto set my liand and affixed the seal 
onsular Section, American Embassy, at Bangkok,- Thailand this
-St day of. January, 1960,
95 r
EugeneTTT Zajac 
^^ 5^% Consul of the United States 
of America
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rijTü la'ü'SïffuwnuviU'J
■ü aim  ru n
9 .  F r m n u a i u w n n  s n u n ^ a w a u l y i l p i u f n - s  i « 5 a n w a u  i R t j ' j a n w a u  i S t n  a ' l l i i f l a n w a t i  
t ip i 's ' 3 f f u n ^ f i 'ü a '3 v in u ‘lTi‘l^nnç iaT jÇ i‘l n a  i B u ^ d g m  
t o .  n ^ m n m a u n i m n u % n % a m i u a n # u  
n .  ^ a ^ M i z ^ n i a w a i i  n a m n % a ^ n T i % n w i ^ u i i a ^ a  # u a y # u n n i m a u m i r ? w % o ^ M n u  
atn 'SPi-^MlrJpi'S 'OiJT ^ c ' l i j £ i m T 5 ï i j î } a * y a > 3 v i n u ‘lu P i ' ' iw au  
<£. n ^ m i % 8 i n ^ a ^ M w n u T ^ n n % i a u # i i a % d i 5 u m i m a u d i M m z a u d g m
i. antj'üaN3vi'mwnati*lu‘üa1vm ?
1 .  to<r t]  M l  a  w n m ' n
2 . Id 's  ^  pio ÏI
3. C19 Î fl'J Pl(t C
4. n'a C T\'i do ^
5. tf9 Ü ?1'3 tf<r tl
6. e% 0 M
7 .  (T'a tl Vila lfiUfl'3'l
' a .  v n u D n i t A n w n a w i z M u l M U  ?
1 .  l û q ü S ^ ü s u u R n y n m a u m u
2 . qu&Quu&nynmaumu
3. #nwii2#u#5UU%ny^mauüaTü iipilu^ u
4. ■sluiÏBüuftrwnPiauvJanü
5 . îinH'ilu^tff'utRtutu'iw^ iimlu'snj
6 .  ^ y i r f T u i M t y t y i P i l
7 . iimlij^u
8. ’ouisffuiJ^ tyty'i'lvi
n i .  ■ ^ 'îij’a u f l v s t J a ^ ï r u ü  v i n v i S m ' i u ^ ^ n w a ' l ’^ ' l u w a ' j n u  u a s a T n u n m v i u n ^ i a > 3 \ j ? ‘B viS  
?
1 .  ' l ù v j a ' l ’î i J ' t n
2 . lù à a u w a ^ ^
3 . 1^'0wa*ls)uac’lijwa*l^
4 .  wa^q
5 .  w a l^ jjn n
d. n i n n m a w a ^ o i u T m u t m a a u a n u d u w u u i  a i M f u v n j i u ' a ' m n a a z i i M u n l u ' u i ë v i D
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i iwun
n-jnn‘lain‘'^aN3viijntj'jv3najj'sauff'j ia%diSumnmaudiMLnzawdgm
‘luau'iHw iï^ aaï’l»ivi'm'i'j'üO'3fïu1jj‘l'M iftfi?jvivi^ avin*lHÎ3wan^ ïvitin^ E iflaviuauTlna?
1. liiSiJ‘5£t5viSanvAufn‘5anam‘jfû
2. wnlmlumau#
3. MnlàwaTw
4. vin'lw?^
5. anuTsavinlfi^ iinn
iD. iria i^anwnuliJ _^Sm‘5‘lviij«)‘lum‘5'Ça2iJ'onu in4a^Sain4a^^% iiar^ynm'?‘lviij«i 
IwçnRuwu ijaaa'l'uuwvintianijn'savin'lwÇl *lum*î
^IfuRiTnMumanni iiJtiamnJa'j iwànP ^'jflwawa^Bfn^aniQuxnu^ja'O i'jt
2. whlmlumauS
3. MhlmwaTw
4. vi’i'la?!
5. anuniaüfu#iTM#umanT5 iiJ^ uuuiJaMlaîlinn
n . idaDnnii\^uuutb^idu^#un^u^iudizqn?uMlBmnuim4a^0aim4a^ï% ymma^u 
uNunQanun^oaua^mauua:ü?u#TlMi%i#unTilüduuuüa^du^lmiimiii
1. âiuuinauaqmauua:dfu#Tlm%iuin
2.
3. iSiwaTü
4. anuiioilTulmiii
5. âimjnnaniniaaua'jwauiiaEvIÇTjff'jlw'ffu^
. ^nma^uu,wmn#Miauda:aua^mauuazü?u#VTMi%n#unii itlîlüuuiJa'Jiviânuu D&nii 
g-3u mnuauiRu^^i ?
1. Dayuauniini^unn
2. iRauni^wd^
3. âiu'lvitûvin'lw
4. jjnnn'jnn'^ 'oviti'aunn
5. Salw'jT qnnuwîaudqzauayaauuazdVuRTÏMUBnnunniiiduuuUayiMsnw^n^i
' i ' %.• %' 
? ' t  T «
.... ; '■' ' 'f
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uwun___________________________ (wa)
<t. i * d u  nnvivi?ia'>‘j n n i î 5 a u ‘l'M i v j
7J U  v i a  a - j n u a a a ' j ' î i a ' O ' a n u î n a w B u ' l i J i v r l ' Æ i Ç l u T Î u  a a i J l ï l u i v w ' l v ï ' j N j n u i ï î ü ^ v a n n  
tn 'a n q u 'jn u n m u T s a ^ a n T s f îa iv M q n iS u iv à iS ln v u m iii  uac iiluw atin i^sn -jnngo j 
>3nuau»i uaaa‘luiiMun^ a'mn*jti^ am^ ff'ijaanun'T^ tüivânQ*lalSifiü\3l^  ?
1 .  V T f i  i % ? ^ % B t h z 9 v 5 n n w % u n n ? ? m n n i n ? R g n  i S u
2. VTfi l'jnv'nlfii'luRaa?!
3. W'jfiiînvn’lwMa'lia
4 .  v i n i % n v i l f &
5 .  M in i% i% m n iilm R u in ^u n iR an i3 u
<5. % a \v 8 m a u i^ ia u n a u  iflaiffuwa'anviîlyafin'luuwunCiwh îja ‘lM?invana«)nnvi B^wa^iw  
'W&TunmaTuuNunBiiSwa^iuuinuau ?
1 .  N a ^ i u % B ^ M i n i % i w ^ u u i n
2 .  N a ^ n u m a u ^ ^ ^ U B U
3 . tl'iunai>3
4 .
5 .  g 'ju 'in
ni. w n u a n u ivvi*zia'3viiu w S m N a v l a u l n n i d v V l m u y m m a T u u w u n O  C a t u n i M i W ü M Ï i  ?
1 .  w S p i w a  i i a r u l m i  % a ^ m i n i % n 8 g m n i w m i
2 . q t u m M i u Ç l  i v i i t l m i
3. ^tumviMa'l^
4 . g m n i M #
5 . j j t u m M î l i n n
d .  ijflfta'luiiwunBç ivBaviiï'la1ijwaaü'i'3i«iiîl^nn!5'awiNj*)fii^nflay ^ l 'ju  i l u  y n n a  
im ^ a ^ B a in ia ^ ^ g  ia* i)  v la n J à n  ? ^un91a M in i%ni& 0 B ^iuau i^5 ihz3M 3niM  
?
1 . lù îîiJ i tS M îîn M lu m iv i 'O iu  i au
2 .  l i i r i a ü O i J ^ r ü v Î j n M
3. DihzSvSniMMsaunii
4. SiliEÎivÎjnMg'j
5. üxJisUvîmMgMiJin
■' ’'"f ^  " » *'
u, i. ^  Î V Î P ’
-EivIJUUi TPrJE TRANSLATION
'/ t . to
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Questionnaires with instructions
SURVEY OF MANAGERIAL LEADERSHIP AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
This survey instrument is designed to leam about how people 
work together. The aim is to use the information to study managerial 
leadership and organizational effectiveness in large manufacturing 
businesses in Bangkok.
If this study is to be helpful, it is important that you answer 
each question as thoughtfully and frankly as possible. This is not a 
test and there are no right or wrong answers.
The information from completed questionnaires will be processed 
by automated equipment which summarizes the answers in statistical form 
so that individuals can not be identified. To ensure complete confi- 
dentiallity please do not write your name anywhere on the questionnaire.
120
INSTRUCTIONS
1. Most questions can be answered by choosing one of the answers. 
If you do not find the exact answer that fits your case, use 
the one that is closest to it.
2. Please answer all questions in order.
3. Remember, the value of the study depends upon your being 
straight forward in answering this questionnaire. You will not 
be identified with your answers.
4. Mark the appropriate answer by circling the number of the 
answer you want to give.
3. Definitions: This questionnaire asks about a lot of different
aspects of your work. Among these are questions about your 
supervisor and your work group. The questions about your 
supervisor refer to the person to whom you report directly and 
the questions about your work group refer to all those persons 
who report to the same supervisor.
Please fill in the blanks below:
Company number _________
Division number _________
Level number ________
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NOTE: Read these answer categories over carefully. Then answer each
of the following questions by circling the number of the answer you 
want to give.
1
2
3
4
5
1. To what extent is this organization 
generally quick to use improved work 
methods? 1
2. To what extent does this organization 
have a real interest in the welfare
and happiness of those who work here? 1
3* How much does this organization try
to improve working conditions? 1
4. To what extent are work activities sen­
sibly orgcmized in this organization? 1
3. How adequate for your work group is the 
information it gets about what is going 
on in other departments or shifts? 1
6. How receptive are people above your 
supervisor to ideas and suggestions
from your work group? 1
7. To what extent does this organization 
tell your work group what it needs to 
know to do its job in the best possi­
ble way? 1
To a very little extent 
To a little extent 
To some extent 
To a great extent 
To a very great extent
2 3 4 5
8. All in all, how satisfied are you 
with the persons in your group?
9. All in all, how satisfied are you 
with your supervisor?
1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied
4 = Fairly satisfied
5 = Very satisfied
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
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10. All in all, bow satisfied are you
with your job? 1 2  3 4 5
11. All in all, how satisfied are you
with this organization? 1 2 3 4 5
12. Considering your skills and the 
effort you put into the work, how
satisfied are you with your pay? 1 2 3 4 5
13. How satisfied do you feel with the 
progress you have made in this
organization up to now? 1 2 3 4 5
14. How satisfied do you feel with your 
chances for getting ahead in this
organization in the future? 1 2 3 4 5
15. How are differences and disagreements between units or departments 
handled in this organization?
1 Disagreements are almost always avoided, denied, or 
suppressed
2 Disagreements are often avoided, denied, or suppressed
3 Sometimes disagreements are accepted or worked through; 
sometimes they are avoided or suppressed
4 Disagreements are usually accepted as necessary and
desirable and are worked through
5 Disagreements are almost always accepted as necessary and
desirable and are worked through
16. Why do people work hard in this organization?
1 Just to keep their jobs and avoid being chewed out
2 To keep their jobs and to make money
3 To keep their jobs, make money, and to seek promotions
4 To keep their jobs, make money, seek promotions, and for
the satisfaction of a job well done
5 To keep their jobs, make money, seek promotions, do a 
satisfying job, and because other people in their work 
group expect it
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1 = To a very little extent
2 = To a little extent
3 = To some extent
4 = To a great extent
5 = To a very great extent
17. To what extent do you enjoy performing 
the actual day-to-day activitieB that 
make up your job?
18. To what extent are there things about 
working here (people, policies, or 
conditions) that encourage you to 
work hard?
1 = Little or no influence
2 = Some
3 = Quite a bit
4 = A great deal
5 = A very great deal of
influence
IN GENERAL, HOW MUCH SAT OR INFLUENCE DOES EACH OF THE FOLLOWING GROUPS
OR PEOPLE HAVE ON WHAT GOES ON IN YOUR DEPARTMENT?
19. Lowest level supervisors (foreman,
office supervisors, etc.) 1 2  3 4 5
20. Top managers (president, vice presi­
dents, heads of large divisions, etc.) 1 2  3 4 5
21. Employees (people who have no subor­
dinates) 1 2 3 4 5
22. Middle managers (department heads,
area managers, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
23. How are objectives set in this organization?
1 Objectives are announced with no opportunity to raise 
questions or give comments
2 Objectives are announced and explained, and an opportunity 
is then given to ask questions
3 Objectives are dratm up, but are discussed with subordinates 
and sometimes modified before being Issued
4 Specific alternative objectives are dra%m up by supervisors, 
and subordinates are asked to discuss them and indicate the 
one they think is best
5 Problems are presented to those persons who are involved, 
and the objectives felt to be best are then set by the 
subordinates and the supervisor jointly, by group parti­
cipation and discussion
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1
2
3
k 
3
24. In this organization to what extent 
are decisions made at those levels 
where the most adequate and accurate 
information is available? 1
23« When decisions are being made, to what 
extent are the persons .affected asked 
for their ideas? 1
26. People at all levels of an organization 
usually have know-how that could be 
of use to decision-makers. To what 
extent is information widely shared 
in this organization so that those who 
make decisions have access to all 
available know-how? 1
To a very little extent 
To a little extent 
To some extent 
To a great extent 
To a very great extent
PLEASE ANSWEH QUESTIONS 27 THROUGH 53 ABOUT THE PERSON YOU IDENTIFIED. 
SUPERVISOR MEANS THE PERSON TO WHOM YOU REPORT DIRECTLY.
FOR TEE FOLLOWING SET OF ITEMS; PLEASE READ EACH QUESTION AND THEN 
ANSWER HOW IT IS NOW, AND HOW YOU'D LIKE IT TO BE.
How friendly and easy to approach is your supervisor?
27. This is how it is now: 1 2 3 4 5
28. This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2 3 4 5
When you talk with your supervisor, to what extent does he pay attention 
to what you're saying?
29. This is how it is now; 1 2 3 4 5
30. This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2 3 4 5
To what extent is your supervisor willing to listen to your problems?
31. This is how it is now: 1 2 3 4 5
32. This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2 3 4 5
How much does your supervisor encourage people to give their best effort?
33. This is how it is now: 1 2 3 4 5
34. This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2 3 4 5
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To what extent does your supervisor maintain high standards of per­
formance?
35» This is how it is now; 1 2  3 ^ 5
3 6. This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2  3 ^ 5
To what extent does your supervisor show you haw to improve your 
performance?
37. This is how it is now; 1 2  3 ^ 5
38. This is how I'd like it to be; 1 2  3 ^ 5
To what extent does your supervisor provide the help you need so that 
you can schedule work ahead of time?
39* This is how it is now; 1 2  3 ^ 5
40. This is how I'd like it to be; 1 2  3 ^ 5
To what extent does your supervisor offer new ideas for solving job- 
related problems?
41. This is how it is now; 1 2  3 4 5
42. This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2  3 4 5
To what extent does your supervisor encourage the persons who work for 
him to work as a team?
43. This is how it is now; 1 2  3 4 5
44. This is how I'd like it to be; 1 2  3 4 5
To what extent does your supervisor encourage people who work for him 
to exchange opinions and ideas?
45. This is how it is now; 1 2  3 4 5
46. This is how I'd like it to be; 1 2 3 4 5
47. To what extent do you feel your super­
visor has confidence and trust in you? 1 2 3 4 5
48. To what extent do you have confidence
and trust in your supervisor? 1 2  3 4 5
49. To what extent does your supervisor 
handle well the technical side of his 
job-for example, general expertness, 
knowledge of job, technical skillt
needed in his profession or trade? 1 2  3 4 5
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5 0. To what extent does your supervisor 
do a good job of representing your 
work group to other units? ("Repre­
sent" means telling others about 
what your group has done and can do, 
as well as explaining the problems 
facing it and its readiness to do
things.) 1 2 3 4 5
WHEN IT IS NECESSARY FOR DECISIONS TO BE MADE THAT AFFECT YOUR WORK 
GROUP, TO WHAT EXTENT DOES YOUR SUPERVISOR DO EACH OF THE FOLLOWING 
BEFORE FINAL DECISIONS ARE MADE?
51. Provide the members of your work 
group with information about the
decisions. 1 2  3 4 5
5 2. Ask for opinions and ideas from
members of your work group. 1 2  3 4 5
53» Meet with his subordinates as a group, 
present problems that must be solved 
and work with the group to find solu­
tions^ 1 2 3 4 5
IN THE QUESTIONS BELOW, WORK GROUP MEANS ALL THOSE PERSONS WHO REPORT 
TO THE SAME SUPERVISOR.
How friendly and easy to approach are the persons in your work group?
5 4. This is how it is now; 1 2  3 4 5
55. This is how I'd like it to be; 1 2  3 4 5
When you talk with persons in your work group, to wkàt extent do they 
pay attention to what you're saying?
5 6. This is how it is now; 1 2  3 4 5
57. This is how I'd like it to be; 1 2 3 4 5
To what extent are persons in your work group willing to listen to 
your problems?
58. This is how it is now; 1 2  3 4 5
59. This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2  3 4 5
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How much do persons in your work group encourage each other to give 
their best effort?
6 0. This is how it is now; 1 2 ) 4 5
6 1. This is how I*d like it to be: 1 2 ) 4 5
To what extent do persons in your work group maintain high standards 
of performance?
6 2. This is how it is now: 1 2 ) 4 5
6). This is how I'd like it to be; 1 2 ) 4 5
To what extent do persons in your work group help you find ways to do 
a better job?
64, This is how it is now: 1 2 ) 4 5
6 5, This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2 ) 4 5
To what extent do persons in your work group provide the help you 
need so that you can plan, organize and schedule work ahead of time?
66, This is how it is now: 1 2 ) 4 5
6 7, This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2 ) 4 )
To what extent do persons in your work group offer each other new ideas 
for solving job-related problems?
68, This is how it is now: 1 2 ) 4 5
6 9 , This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2 ) 4 )
Bow much do persons in your work group encourage each other to work as 
a team?
7 0, This is how it is now; 1 2 ) 4 5
71, This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2 ) 4 )
How much do persons in your work group emphasise a team goal?
7 2, This is how it is now; 1 2 ) 4 5
7), This is how Ifd like it to be: 1 2 ) 4 5
To what extent do persons in your work group exchange opinions and ideas?
7 4, This is how it is now: 1 * 2  ) 4 5
75. This is how I'd like it to be: 1 2 ) 4 )
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76. To what extent does your work group 
plan together and coordinate its 
efforts?
77. To what extent does your work group
make good decisions and solve problems
well?
78. To what extent do persons in your 
work group know what their jobs are 
and know how to do them well?
79. To what extent is information about 
important events and situations shared 
within your work group?
So. To what extent does your work group
really want to meet its objectives
successfully?
8 1. To what extent is your work group able 
to respond to unusual work demands 
placed upon it?
8 2. To what extent do you have confidence 
and trust in the persons in your 
work group?
83. To what extent are the equipment and 
resources you have to do your work 
with adequate, efficient, and 
well-maintained?
84. Into what age bracket do you fall?
1 25 years or under
2 26 years to 30 years
3 31 years to 35 years
4 36 years to 40 years
5 4l years to 45 years
6 46 years to 55 years
7 56 years or over
85. How much schooling have you had?
1 Some grade school
2 Completed grade school
3 Some high school
4 Completed high school
5 Some college
6 Completed college
7 Some graduate school
8 Completed graduate school
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86. While you were growing up, say until you were twenty-five, what 
part of the country did yon live in for the most part?
1 Bangkok
2 North
3 South
4 East
5 West
6 Northeast
7 Central
87. How good a job is done by the people in your division in antici- 
pating problems that may come up in the future and preventing 
them from occurring or minimizing their effects?
1 They do a poor job in anticipating problems
2 Not too good a job
3 A fair job
4 They do a very good job
5 They do an excellent job in anticipating problems
88. From time to time newer ways are discovered to organize work, and 
newer equipment and techniques are found with which to do the work, 
how good a job do the people in your division do at keeping up 
with these changes that could affect the way they do their work?
1 They do a poor job of keeping up-to-date
2 Not too good a job
3 A fair job
4 They do a good job
3 They do an excellent job of keeping up-to-date
89. When changes are made in the routines or equipment, how ouickly
do the people in your division accept and adjust to these changes?
1 Most people accept and adjust to them very slowly
2 Bather slowly
3 Fairly rapidly
4 They adjust very rapidly, but not immediately
5 Host people accept and adjust to them immediately
90. What proportion of the people in your division readily accept and 
adjust to these changes?
1 Considerably less than half of the people accept and adjust 
to these changes readily
2 Slightly less than half do
3 The majority do
4 Considerably more than half do
3 Practically everyone accepts and adjusts to these changes 
rapidly
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91. Fï*om time to time emerRencles arise, such as crash programs, 
schedules moved ahead, or a breakdown in the flow of work occurs. 
When these emergencies occur they cause work overloads for many 
people. Some work groups cope with these emergencies more rapidly 
and successfully than others. How good a job do the people in 
your division do at coping with these situations?
1 They do a poor job of handling emergency situations
2 They do not do very well
3 They do a fine job
4 They do a good job
3 They do an excellent job of handling these situations
92. Think carefully of the things that you produce in your work and 
of the things produced by those people who work around you in 
your division. Thinking now of various things produced by the 
people you know in your division, how much are they producing?
1 Their production is very low
2 It is fairly low
3 It is neither high nor low
4 It is fairly high
5 It is very high
93. How good would you say is the quality of the products or services 
produced by the people you know in your division?
1 Their products or services are of poor quality
2 Their quality is not too good
3 Pair quality
4 Good quality
3 Excellent quality
94. Do the people in your division se^ 'E to get maximum output from
the resources (money, people, equipment, etc.) they have available? 
That is, how efficiently do they do their work?
1 They do not work efficiently at all
2 Not too efficient
3 Fairly efficient
4 They are very efficient
3 They are extremely efficient
ON SEPARATE SHEETS YOÏÏ WILL FIND ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS. PLEASE ANSWER 
THEM IN THE SPACES PROVIDED BELOW.
95. 1 2 3 4 3
96. 1 2 3 4 3
97. 1 2 3 4 3
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98.
99. 
100. 
101. 
102.
103.
104.
105.
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
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SURVEY OF MANAGERIAL LEADERSHIP AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
This instrument is designed to be used with the information from 
the questionnaires given to other members of your organization to learn 
about how people work together. The aim is to use the information to 
study managerial leadership and organizational effectiveness in manufac­
turing businesses in Bangkok.
For the data in this study to be analyzed, it is important that 
you answer each question as thoughtfully and honestly as possible. This 
is not a test and there are no right or wrong answers.
The information from this questionnaire and other questionnaires 
completed by members of your organization will be kept completely confi­
dential. Data from your organization will be combined with data from 
other organizations. The name of your organization will not be used in 
the research report.
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Conçjany nvonber ____
Level number ____
INSTRUCTIONS
1. Most questions can be answered by choosing one of the answer choices. 
If you do not find the exact answer that fits your case, make a de­
cision on the answer that is most accurate.
2. Please answer all questions in order.
3. Remember, the value of the study depends upon your being straight­
forward in answering this questionnaire. You will not be identified 
with your answers.
it. Please mark the appropriate answer by circling the number in front of 
the choice you want to give.
5. Into idiat age bracket do you fall?
1. 25 years or under
2. 26 years to 30 years
3. 31 years to 35 years
ii. 36 years to UO years
5. I4I years to hS years
6. 1(6 years to 50 years
7. 51 years to 55 years
8. 56 years or over
6. How much schooling have you had?
1. Some grade school
2. Con^leted grade school
3. Some high school
It. Completed high school
5. Some college
6. Completed college
7. Some graduate school
8. Completed graduate school
7 . How satisfied you are with the progress made in your organization 
UP to now?
1. Very dissatisfied
2. Someidiat dissatisfied
3. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
It. Fairly satisfied
5 .  Very satisfied
8. Please complete a copy of the attached questionnaires for each 
division in your organization.
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Division*
Please mark the appropriate answer by circling the number in front of the 
choice you want to give.
1. How good a job is done by the people in this division in anticipating
problems that may come up in the future and preventing them from
occurring or minimizing their effects?
1. They do a poor job in anticipating problems
2. Not too good a job
3. A fair job
i^* They do a very good job
5* They do an excellent job in anticipating problems
2. From time to time newer ways are discovered to organize work, and
newer equipment and techniques are found with which to do the work. 
How good a job do the people in this division do at keeping up with 
these changes that could affect the way they do their work?
1. They do a poor job of keeping up-to-date
2. Not too good a job
3. A fair job
li. They do a good job
5. They do an excellent job of keeping up-to-date
3. When changes are made in the routines or equipment, how quickly do
the people in this division accept and adjust to these changes?
1. Most people accept and adjust to them very slowly
2. Rather slowly
3. Fairly rapidly
ii. They adjust very rapidly, but not immediately
5. Most people accept and adjust to them immediately
Ü. What proportion of the people in this division readily accept and 
adjust to these changes?
1. Considerably less than half of the people accept and 
adjust to these changes readily
2. Slightly less than half do
3. The majority do
It. Considerably more than half do
5. Practically everyone accepts and adjusts to these changes 
readily
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Division (Continued)
5« From time to time emergencies arise, such as crash programs, schedules 
moved ahead, or a breakdown in the flow of work occurs. When these
emergencies occur they cause work overloads for many people. Some
work groups cope with these emergencies more rapidly and successfully 
than others. How good a job do the people in this division do at 
coping with these situations?
1. They do a poor job of handling emergency situations
2 . They do not do very well
3. They do a fine job
I4. They do a good job
5. They do an excellent job of handling these situations
6. Think carefully of the various things produced by the people in this 
division, how much are they producing?
1. Their production is very low
2. It is fairly low
3. It is neither high or low
ii. It is fairly high
5. It is very high
7. How good would you say is the quality of the productions or services 
produced by people in this division?
1. Their products or services are of poor quality
2 . Their quality is not too good
3. Fair quality
ii. Good quality
5. Excellent quality
8. Do people in this division seem to get maximum output from the 
resources (mon^, people, equipment, etc.) they have available 
That is, how efficiently do thqr do their work?
1. They do not work efficiently at all
2 . Not too efficient
3. Fairly efficient
i*. They are very efficient
5. They are extremely efficient
APPENDIX B
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INDICES AND ITEMS OF THE MEASUREMENT
Indices Items
Managerial Leadership 
Actual Style
Ideal Style
Organizational Climate
Peer Leadership 
Actual Style
Ideal Style
Group Process
Organizational Effectiveness:
Level 1
Adaptability
Productivity
Satisfaction
Level 2
Adaptability
Productivity
Satisfaction
Level 3
Adaptability
Productivity
Satisfaction
27, 29, 31, 33, 35, 37, 39, 41, 43,
45, 51, 52, 53.
28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 40, 42, 44,
46.
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
23, 24, 25, 26, 83.
54, 56, 58, 60, 62, 64, 66, 68, 70,
72, 74.
55, 57, 59, 61, 63, 65, 67, 69, 71,
73, 75.
76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82.
87, 88, 89, 90, 91.
92, 93, 94.
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14.
87, 88, 89, 90, 91.
92, 93, 94.
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14.
87, 88, 89, 90, 91.
92, 93, 94.
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14.
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TABLE C-1
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS AND COEFFICIENT 
ALPHAS FOR MANAGEMENT SYSTEM INDICES
I
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00 0> rt 73
1 ^
Support (.81)
Goal emphasis .51* (.67)
Help with work .35* .30* (.82)
Team building .30* .31* .66* (.70)
Involvement .29* .28* .56* .64* (.83)
Managerial Leadership .44* .40* .85* .81* .79*
Organizational Climate .28* .35* .45* .52* .52*
I4J
C8
N 0)
II
.60* (.86)
* Significance at <0.001.
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Analysis of Data from Two Smaller Organizations
(Not Included in the Population)
TABLE C-2
MEASUREMENTS FOR MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS OF THE SMALLER ORGANIZATIONS
Organization MS. Standard Average
Number Level Dimensions Mean Deviation Mean MS.
1 3 ML 3.68 0.75
OC 3.62 0.27 3.65 3
2 ML 3.83 0.39
OC 3.38 0.42 3.61 3
1 ML 3.41 0.44
OC 3.15 0.31 3.28 3
All ML/OC - - 3.51 3
2 3 ML 3.12 0.55
OC 2.50 0.33 2.81 2
2 ML 2.70 0.95
OC 2.80 0.34 2.75 2
1 ML 3.43 0.23
OC 3.01 0.39 3.22 3
All ML/OC - - 2.93 2
1&2 3 ML 3.46 0.71
OC 3.17 0.64 3.32 3
2 ML 3.38 0.85
OC 3.15 0.47 3.26 3
1 ML 3.42 0.35
OC 3.09 0.33 3.26 3
Over All ML/OC - - 3.28 3
Analysis of Data from Two Smaller Organizations
(Not Included in the Population)
TABLE C-3
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS OF 
THE THREE LEVELS (Smaller Organizations)
Management System 
Dimension Level Mean
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F Probability
3 3.31
Managerial leadership 2 3.31 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.931
1 3.43
3 3.06
Organizational climate 2 3.11 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.984
1 3.07
Analysis of Data from Two Smaller Organizations
(Not Included in the Population)
TABLE C-4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS OF 
DIFFERENT DEPARTMENTS (Smaller Organizations)
Management Systems 
Dimension Department Mean
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F Probability
Personnel 3.07
Marketing 3.49
Managerial leadership Accounting & 
Finance
Production
Personnel
3.10 
3.73
3.11
1.82 0.61 1.24 0.339
Organizational climate
Marketing
Accounting & 
Finance
Production
3.20
2.75
3.27
0.97 0.32 0.96 0.441
Analysis of Data from Two Smaller Organizations
(Not Included in the Population)
TABLE C-5
T-TEST FOR DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF ACTUAL AND IDEAL STYLE 
OF MANAGERIAL LEADERSHIP (Smaller Organizations)
Managerial Number of Standard Difference F
Leadership Level cases Mean Deviation Mean Correlation Value
Actual Style
3 10
3.56 0.72
-0.53 0.98** -6.75**
Ideal Style 4.09 0.51
Actual Style
2 10
3.45 0.82
-0.69 0.33 -2.73*
Ideal Style 4.14 0.44
Actual Style
1 30
3.53 0.30
-0.79 0.52 -8.08**
Ideal Style 4.32 0.33
Actual Style
All 50
3.51 0.63
-0.67 0.60** -7.22**
Ideal Style 4.18 0.43
* Significance at P<0.05
** Significance at P<0.001
w
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TABLE C-6
BETA WITH DEGREE OF FREEDOM (DF) and F VALUE (F) 
FOR EFFECTIVENESS AT LEVEL 1
Predictors
Adaptability 
DF = 4.58
BETA F
Productivity 
DF = 2.60
BETA F
Satisfaction 
DF = 3.59
BETA F
Level I
Managerial leadership 
Organizational climate
Level 2 
Managerial leadership 
Organizational climate
Level 3
Managerial leadership 
Organizational climate
Department manager's 
Education
R
r2
F
0.50 17.85**
-0.15
0.12
0.14
0.98
0.73
1 . 4 7
0.55
0.30
6.13**
0.31
0.33
5.23**
5.76**
0.59
0.34
15.61**
0.77 97.29**
-0.12 2.24
0 . 1 3 2.75
0.81
0.65
36.31**
* Significance at P<0.05
** Significance at P<0.01
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TABLE C-7
BE"A WITH DEGREE OF FREEDOM (DF) AND F VALUE (F)
FOR EFFECTIVENESS AT LEVEL 2
Adaptability 
DF = 4,58
Productivity 
DF = 4,58
Satisfaction 
DF = 2,60
Predictors BETA F BETA F BETA F
Level 1
Managerial leadership 0.19 4.32*
Organizational climate 0.14 1.68
Level 2
Managerial leadership 0.21 2.31 0.26 3.13*
Organizational climate 0.40 8.95** 0.17 1.30 0.68 55.66**
Level 3
Managerial leadership
Organizational climate -0.11 0.90
Department manager's 
Education 0.14 1.70 0.36 10.50**
R 0.63 0.53 0.71
r 2 0.40 0.28 0.50
F 9.54** 5.68** 30.49**
* Significance at ?<0.05
** Significance at P<0.01
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TABLE C-8
BETA WITH DEGREE OF FREEDOM (DF) AND F VALUE (F) 
FOR EFFECTIVENESS AT LEVEL 3
Predictors
Adaptability 
DF = 1,61
BETA F
Productivity Satisfaction 
DF = 2,60 DF = 4,58
BETA BETA
Level 1
Managerial leadership 
Organizational climate
Level 2
Managerial leadership 
Organizational climate
Level 3
Managerial leadership 
Organizational climate
Department manager's 
Education
R
r2
F
0.51 21.08**
0.51
0.26
21.08**
-0.10 0.73
0.16 2.14
0.39 10.49** 0.22 2.46
0.43 10.11**
- 0.10
0.39
0.15
5.37**
0.98
0.62
0.38
9.07**
* Significance at P<0.05
** Significance at P<0.01
